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TWO DISCOURSES, Oe. 


NDEAVOURS to vindicate from contempt 
any thing which bears the ſtamp of Chriſt's 
authority, I always thought worthy the cha- 

rater of a chriſtian, . And therefore, though I am 
very far from taking delight in controverſie; yet I 
cannot upon ſerious reflection pee myſelf for 
having ventured to appear in behalf of Chriſt's 
inſtitutions, The eager- zeal, with which the 
Enemies of chriſtianity have for ſome years paſt 
attacked them, with an evident view to weaken. 
the whole ſcheme of doctrine to which they belong; 
and the unhappy effect, which that hoſtile zeal has 
had upon too many of the friends of chriſtianity, 
in teaching them to deptetiate ritual inſtitutions, 
under the ſpecious pretence of magnifying what is 
WE in its own nature; are with me ſufficient rea- 
ſons ay A = ſhould be done to. put chriſtians 
in mind, that though ritual inſtitutions are of an 
inferior nature to moral precepts, yet they are not 
to be neglected ; becauſe they are really ſubſervient 
to moral purpoſes, defigned to be fo, and on that 


A 2 account 
* * | 


4 A defence of two diſcourſes, &c. 
account very ſtrongly and folemnly recommended 
to. us by our great Lord and Maſter, whom we pro- 
feſs to obey. For theſe reaſons I own I am not a 
little ſhocked, whenever I hear a _. profeſſed chriſtian 
fay in converſation, why ſhould we trouble our 
heads about poſitive inſtitutions, when the main 
thing required of us is to diſcharge moral duties.” 
To ſuch I ſhall always anſwer: that whoever will 
neglect and deſpiſe any one duty, merely becauſe 
it is not the chiefs of all the duties required of him, 
will, from the ſame principle which leads him to 
this neglect and contempt, in time be brought to 
treat in the ſame manner all other duties whatever, 
not excepting that, which at preſent he may call 
the chief. And the reaſon is, becauſe he ſhews no 
regard to the authority which binds his duty upon 
him. Our buſineſs is, to regard every divine re- 
quirement in its due place; and at the ſame time | 
that we ſhew the higheſt regard to thoſe things upon ; 
which the greateſt ſtreſs is laid, yet to take care f 
that we decline no duty, nor endeavour to ſhift off 
to others at a diſtance what is expected from our- 
ſelves. FE 
The recommending of theſe things is the 
evident view of the wo Diſcourſes, which I pub- 
- liſhed laſt year. Wherein, though it is certain... 
have taken the liberty to differ from many of my 
| brethren whom I love and honour, yet I thought 
I had done it in ſuch a manner, as to give no juſt 
- occaſion of offence. However great offence has 
been taken: offence, which has been thought a 
ſufficient occaſion to fall foul on my character, and 
to endeavour: to bring all my brethren into con- 
tempt. The writer indeed, who has taken this 
_ offence, has thought fit, for prudential reaſons, to 
- = Conceal his name; expecting, as it ſhould ſeem, 
ſome advantage to himſelf by this concealment, in 
all the ungenerous treatment he gives to * 


* 9 
F. * — 


But there is generally ſomething in controverſial 
writings, which diſcovers the author, even where 
he chooſes to be moſt concealed: and that happens 
to be the caſe with the author of the Appendix to the 
Plea for Infants. + However it is ſome ſatisfaction to 
ſee, that though he has here and there found fault 
with particular expreſſions, and by falſe quotations 
repreſented my ſenſe quite different from what it 
plainly appears to be in be Diſcourſes themſelves 3 
yet he has left the ſubſtance of my arguments in 


their full force. 


The profeſſed deſign of my two Diſcourſes is 3 to 


reſcue divine inſtitutions of the ritual kind from that 
contempt, which it is now ſo faſhionable to caſt 
upon them; and concerning baptiſm in particular 
to ſhew, that our bleſſed Lord required a ſubmiſſion 


to it in every ſoul that ſhould profefs to be his dif. 


ciple. | 


0 


Under the former head I ſet out with obſerving, | 


that moral obligations and ritual inſtitutions are no 


relating lo poſitive inflitutions. "Wi 


— 


way: inconſiſtent with each other: chooſing for the 


foundation of my diſcourſe a text which proves, 
from the words and practice of our Lord himſelf, 
that he was of this mind; that he did not believe, 
that a regard to moral obligations afforded any ex- 
cuſe for not obeying poſitive inſtitutions; and that 
he accounted. it righteouſneſs, that is to ſay, a righte- 
ous action, to obey the ſignifications of the divine 
mind, even in things of a ritual nature. The ac- 
tion to which our Saviour here referred was plainly 
ritual. And concerning this I obſerved, that our 
Lord choſe to pay the greateſt reſpect to the authority 
of his heavenly Father, in the commiſſion given to 


John the Baptiſt, by taking a journey of a conſide- 


rable length, on purpoſe to be baptized by him. 


The expreſs words of the text aſſure us, that this. 
was the very end and deſign of the journey: Then 


cometh Feſus from Galilee io Jordan unto Fobn, io be 
ba FED Fs baptized 


\ 


6 A defence of tins diſcourſei, © 
baptized of him. And the diſtance, at which Jeſus then 
was, made it neceſſary that he ſhould travel to John, if 
he would be then baptized by him; ſince John had 
no direction to go to the place where Jeſus was, but 
was fully employed, in obedience to the commiſſion 
with which he was entruſted, at a great diſtance 
from him. I conſidered likewiſe the heſitation which 
John made, about baptizing a perſon ſo much ſu- 

rior to himſelf; and Chriſt's anſwer, declaring _ 

is ſenſe of the fitneſs or becomingneſs of the thing, 

notwithſtanding his ſuperior dignity, as it was fu 


filling of righteouſneſs, 'to obey a divine command. 


In purſuance of this thought I obſerved, that the 
negle& and contempt even of poſitive commands 
is unrighteouſneſs and mjuſtice towards God. And the 


- Diſcourſe was concluded with ſome ' obſervations, 


chiefly of the practical kind. Let us now ſee, what 
the author of the Appendix to the Plea for Infants has 
advanced in oppoſition to it. Nr 2 3 

e ſets out with a ſcornful invective againſt the 
whole body of that people among whom I am rank- 
ed. He affirms concerning the Antipedobaptift , 
without making any exception, that let him be 
the beſt natured man, or of the moſt generous 
principles in all other regards, he can hardly 
© ever forbear expreſſing ſome unſeemly degree of 
+ warmth, if his particular opinion is debated” 
Nay further he ſays: that © ſcarce any exception 
s will lie againſt the obſervation, that this parti- 


* cular feature of what theſe people ſet up for Truth 


produces an unhallowed, an uncharitable zeal in 
* every individual, in proportion to the attachment 
he has for it.“ But he joins to this obſervation 
a ſcornful wander, tbat Truth ſhould have ſo ſmall 
a handful of advocates, among the many parties and ſetts 


that make up the chriſtian world. And from theſe pre- 
miſſes he ſays, one would be tempted to conclude, 
that the bulk of mankind were judicially blind- 


* eds 


relating to poſitive inſtitutions. in. 
5 ed, and ſo rendered unable to diſcern the plaineſt 
and moſt important truths, viz. that of adult 
* baptiſm, together with the plunging, that is, the 
* ſaving application of water: or, if this be not the 
* caſe, that immerſion has ſome phyſical influence 
on the blood or ſpirits, For why ſo feveriſh a 
flow, whenever this view of the rite is called in 
«* queſtion, or whenever a defence is attempted ?* 

Of ſuch reflections as theſe the“ invective conſiſts. 
Concerning which it is to be obſerved; that the 
ſubſtance of them is levelled againſt the whole body 
of the Antipedobaptiſts, whatever view the author 
might have, in ſome of them, to particular perſons. 
They in general, wilh ſcarce any exception allowed, 


are condemned as guilty of an unballowed,” unchari- 


table zeal for their peculiarity ; beſides the other com- 
pliments 2 upon them, which I. have already 
mentioned, and which do not deſerve repeating. 
Nov in anſwer to all this, I ſay in the firſt place, 
that the charge is falſe. There may be, and I 
fear there are, ſome in every party, poſſeſſed of an 
unhallowed zeal for the particular points wherein 


they differ from others. I am ſorry to ſee any of 


this character, in any denomination whatever. But 
I have better thoughts of thoſe who differ from me, 


than to charge any whole ſe& or party of chriſti- 
ans in that vile manner, in which this author has 


charged the whole body of Autipædobaptiſts. A- 
mong whom there are people as patient of con- 
tradiction, as in any other denomination whatever; 
not only content to foregoe ſome advantages, which 
they might enjoy if they could think and practiſe 
as their neighbours do, but likewiſe to beat the 
reproach, which is ſo plentifully caſt upon them for 
venturing to differ, I am ſatisfied there are thou- 
lands among them much lefs inclined to ſtrife and 
contention, than this author's works ſhew him to 
2s | | be, 
® Append. pag. 1, 2. | 


8 A defence of two diſcourſes, 

be. If ſome of them have betrayed great impa- 
tience and want of ſelf-government; in their debates 
on a ſubject which they believed to be of impor- 
tance; the fault has not been wholly theirs, but has 
been owing in great meaſure to the contemptuous 
treatment they have met with z a treatment ariſing 
from that ſame ſovereign contempt, which this au- 
thor himſelf diſcovers againſt them, for the ſmallnefs 
of their number, in compariſon of the many ſet7s and 
parties from which they differ. Beſides which, to 
me it is highly probable, that in many inſtances, 
that very zeal, which he, out of his great candour, 
condemns in our whole body as unhallowed and un- 
charitable, has deſerved a more honourable name; 
as being in reality no other than what became the 
* perſons who exerted it. 


Though I acknowledge, that love is the cardinal 
| virtue in chriſtianity z yet I am far from condEmn- 
ing every degree of zeal, even with regard to thoſe 
1 things wherein good chriſtians think they ſee rea- 
ſon to differ from each other. And my reaſons are; 
that though theſe things are not of the higheſt in- 
portance of all, yet they may be, and ſome of them 
are, of real importance; that there may be a be- 
| coming zeal on both ſides, without any breach of | 
| - affection; and that zeal for thoſe things which they | 
' » apprehend to be of importance, tempered with af- 
fection for the fake of the greater things in which 


—— — — _ 


they agree, will give ſome proſpe& of the preva- 
| Jency of truth at length, whereas there is no pro- 
{| ſpect of that prevalency, where no zeal is exerted. 
But I am obliged to take notice, that after all 
the reflections ſo liberally beſtowed upon the whole 
body of chriſtians to-which I belong, the author 
of the Apppendix does me the honour to acknowledge, 
that T. © ſome will be ready to ſay, my tuo Diſcour- 
+ ſes are an exception; and likewiſe to —_— 
a t 


| + Append. pag. 3. 4 
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I charge it as a downright falſe quotation, though 


unquoted. 


© the divine will herein, (that is, I in poſitive com- 


3 Diſcourſes, pag 7. beginning 


that © he would not be guilty oſ detracting from 
© the character and merit of the worthy author.“ 
2 which I anſwer, with all thankfulneſs for an 
ood eſteem he may entertain of me, that I do not 
defire to be honoured, to the unjuſt diſparagement 
of all my brethren : and that whatever his imward 
thoughts are of my eharacter and merit, what he 
acknowledges amounts to little more than 
this ; that ſome will be ready to make my two Dif- 
rourſes an exception againſt his general inveRtive z 
_ that be _ owns there is any reaſon ſo to 


And now ie cbtne to the Reinarks on my feſt 
Diſcourſe : the author begins with a falſe quotation, 


delivered in my own words : becauſe by citing only 


one part of a ſentence, and — hoo reſt; 


he repreſents me as affirming what it is very evident 
I do not affirm, and what indeed is far from 2 
thoughts. An author is not always wronged, ” 
citing a feng his, ſentence, and leaving the re 
danny cafes brevity requires this. 
chis gentleman has choſen 


But the wad 0 


to do it, is ei and highly imyurious. That 


the reader may e able to judge rightly between us, 
I ſhall recite my whole ſentence, together with that 
which introduces it; which _ inly ſhew, that 
I could have no ſuch meanin is author aſcribes 
to me. My words are "4 * The obeying 


* mands which really proceed from „ 28 fo 
e ares, of righteouſneſs : and we do not © fulfill all 
righteouſneſs; if we pretend to chooſe for ourſelves, 

< Ky to ſtick to moral righteouſneſs, in the neg- 
lect and contempt of politive commands. Such 

© a-negle&t and — as this, ſuch a chooſing 
* "and refuſing, at our own will and pleaſure, let 
B * uy 

# pag. 6. at bottom 


3 author cites me as if I had affirme 


10 8 fence _ two. F <a 

us ſupport it in our minds by ever ſo plauſible 
« reaſons z,/ as for example, the abſolute neceſſity of 
* the one, and the manifeſt inferiority and ſubſer- 
« viency of the other; is manifeſt unrighteouſneſs 
« and. injuſtice towards od. * Here I affirm, that 
the  negleft. and contempt of poſitive commands, though | 
ſupported with ever ſuch plauſible reaſons, is un- 


5 righteouſneſs and injuſtice towards God. The author of 
the I Appendix unjuſtly repreſents, as if I had affirm- 


ed the plauſible reaſon itſelf, which I mention * fa 
example, to be the unrighteoufueſs and injuſtice. 

cites a parentheſis out of my ſentence; and tells hi 
readers, that I call the things mentioned in that 
parentheſis unrighteouſneſs and injuſtice towards. Gad. I 


myſelf cite the parentheſis only as 4 plauſible reaſon, 


or excuſe, for a neglect and contempt: which g- 
left aud contempt are the things, and the only things, 


that I there charge as wnrighteouſneſs towards God. The 


plauſible reaſon is, the pretended regard to moral 


rigbteouſueſs; which is produced as an excuſe for neg- 


lecting things of a ritual nature, and which I argue 
to be no ſufficient reaſon for ſe. But this 
' T7007 
neceſſity of moral righteouſneſs, and the Manifeſt inferiority 
and ſubſerviency of ritual inſtitutions, were, both of 
them, manifeſt unrighteouſneſs and injutice towards God : 

and then, in arguing upon the words thus unfairly 
quoted, he- repreſents them, from a ſurmiſe of his 
own, without the leaſt foundation, as containing a 
© falſe. and deluſwe example, expreſſing falſe ideas 


'Y of the diſtinction between Pore: commands and mo- 


© ral righteouſneſs.* . 
And whereas, in pag. 1. 0 of his Appendix, * 
iſ at me, for /uppoſmg this example to be a playſ- 
reaſon of neglecting and contemning poſitive 
commands; and ſays, it does not appear to him 


7 50, bg a playfible reaſon "wy any Should neglect ,or 


- * cntera 
4 Append. pag. 3 | 


relating to poſitive inflitutions. 11 


< contemn' poſitive commands: 1 anſwer, that 
though my Diſcourſe plainly proves it is not a good 
or juſt reaſon; yet it is, to my certain knowledge, 
often uſed as a reaſon; that it has ſomething of 
plauſibility in its appearance; and that I have reaſon 

to fear, many do actually impoſe upon themſelves 
aid others with that plauſible appearance. The ex- 
cuſe is not uſed by thoſe, whoſe minds are duely 
impreſſed with the abſolute neceſſity of moral rectitude, 
and the manifeſt ſubſerviency of ritual inſtitutions: for a 
due ſenſe of both theſe things would produce'a due 
regard to both, in the courſe of practice. But yet 
it is evident, concernin "S many who pretend to pay 
a great regard to moral reftitude, that becauſe this 
is univerſally acknowledged to be of the hig gheſt 
and moſt viſible importance, they ſatisfie cherlelves, 
(though wrongfully) that they need not trouble their 
heads about matters pgs mp to be of an inferiour 
nature. 

But, to return to pag. 3. of the Appendix, 1 
juſtly obſerved, that there was no ground to repre- 
ſent my words as expreſſing falſe — of the 5 
between poſitive commands and moral righteouſneſs. 
the plain tenor of them, in that very ſentence, which 
the author of the Appendix has ſo '#buſed, acknow- 
ledges the abſolute neceſſity of the one, and the manifeſt 
inferiority and ſubſerviency f the other z and ' accuſes 
of unrighteouſneſs and injuſtice thoſe, who wilfully neg- 
lect and contemn the one, when their ene is * 
regard both in their proper place. 

For this reaſon I account myſelf greatly injured 
by what this-author ſays to'the ſame purpoſe, in pag. 
4. lin. 3, &c. endeavouring to make his readers 
believe, that I had affirmned what he way eaſily 


te I abhor. He ſays: © If ſuch an example ſhould 

be intended to expreſs a falſe way of reaſoning, or 

< a wrong way of forming our ſentiments concern. 

* > 08 the difference between poſitive commands and 
Ba: moral 


: of moralobligations, as he would have had-me; let him 
- conſider whom he muſt blame along with me. My Di 


33 A defence of tuo diſcourſes; &c 
+ moral righteouſneſs4 it muſt be calculated to miſlead, | 
not to inform the mind.“ He wants you ſee, to 


- perſuade. his readers, though he does hot . 


irectly to affirm it, that I intended to 2 a falſe 
way of renſoning about this important point. In 
which I appeal to all thoſe who ſhall give them- 


ſelves the trouble to read us both, whether there 
could have been the leaſt ground for this injurious 


ſurmiſe, if he had fairly quoted my words in his 
preceding page. My words give _ hs al ph rw 
for ſurmiſing, that 1 intended to expreſs 
of reaſoning, or to miſlead, inſtead of —— the the mi, 
in the difference between moral and poſitive. 
it is eaſy to ſee, that the ſtricteſt — 0 P 
ſteady — to divine inſtitutions, are perfectly 
conſiſtent; beſides that my Diſcourſe ſets out, as I 
have already obſerved, upon this very principle: 
— proceeds throughout, upon the manifeſt inferiority 
and fubſerviency of the one to the other. Yet, as 


the ſubject on which, I was profeſſedly to diſcourſe, 


was that of ritual inſtitutions z it was my proper bu- 


| Line to enlarge on that head, and not on the other, 
If I had ſaid any thing to che prejudice of moral 
obligations, or 4: denied the natural inferiority of 
ritual inſtitutioas to moral commands; there would 
| haye been reaſon. to find fault. But to ſurmiſe, 
without any . given, that { intended ta ex. 


preſs 4 falſe wey of reaſoning upon this, point; and 
upon the force of that ſurmiſe to fight againſt me 
for three or four pages together, in demonſtrating 
2 difference which I acknowledge as readily as him- 
ſelf; is a way of writing controverlie, in which I 


4 not at all envy him. 


If he hlames me for not being ſo large war the head 


courſe appeals to the judgment of Chriſt: who, — | 
he came to be baptized of — declared n * 


s the 


——— ae 
= 
\ 


relating to pofitive inflatutions. | 


the fitneſs of obeying. every divine command, and 


this in a particular view to ritual inſtitutions, as the 
caſe before him led him to do: nor did he, that 
I find, fay any thing to John upon that occaſion, 

concerning the eternal, neceſſary obligation of mo- 
ral precepts, - or their ſuperiority to rituals. Let 
this author therefore quarrel with the bleſſed Jeſus 
himſelf, if he thinks proper. Let him endeavour 
to. bring him under ſuſpicion, for not declaring to 
Fohn, at the ſame time when he acknowledged the 


fitneſs of obeying a ritual command, that he till 


eferred morals before rituals. For though our 
Saviour upon other occaſions ſpeaks his mind clearly 


enough upon this important point; yet there is no- 


thing of it in that conference which was the founda- 


tion of wy Diſcourſe; and my Diſcourſe, though it 


does not enlarge on this head, as it was not need- 
ful that it ſhould, yet contains enough to prove me 
clear of the ſuſpicion, which my opponent labours 
to faſten upon me. | * e ee K 
But I obſerve, that whereas he begun with ſaſſi- 
cions only; yet, having built ſtrongiy in his own 
mind upon thoſe ſuſpicions, and upon the force of 
them argued ſtoutly in defence of what I never op- 
poſed z he at length charges me in earneſt with be- 
ing as bad, as he had before repreſented me by in- 
ſinuation. In pag. 7. he directly affirms: that 
$ the e⸗ (produced by me) — rather calcu- 
* lated to throw a falſe light before the eye of the 
reader, by leading him to imagine, that the ab- 
* ſolute neceſſity of moral refitude, and the manifeſt 


_< inferiority and ſubſerviency of poſitive commands, is 
but a Plauſible and deceptions view of them; whereas 


it is the moſt juſt and proper way of ſtating the 


© real difference, that does and: mult for ever ſubſiſt 


between them,” In this laſt paſſage, I fay, the 


author charges me in earneſt, with dung 10 throw 
4 falſe light before: the reader's eye in an 


affair of im- 
portance : 


* 


—— 


C 
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portance: and aſſigns, for à reaſon of this charge, 
what I own ſhocks me not a little upon the review. 
My Diſcourſe, and particularly the ſentence here re- 
ferred to, affirms, that the difference between moral 
and poſitive, the abſolute neceſſity of the one, and the 
manifeſt inferiority of the other, is the plauſible reaſon, 
which ſome abuſe, ſo as to make it their excuſe for 
neglecting the one, while they pretend to adhere 
to the other. I argue, both there and all along, 
that this reaſon, Platgible as it is, is no ſufficient rea- 
ſon for an excuſe. And yet he charges me with repre- 
ſenting the difference between moral rectitude and 
poſitive commands as only a plauſible and deceptious 
- view of them, calculated by me” Io 'throw a | falſe tight 
before the eye of 'the reader. To all this J ſhall only 
anſwer : that I with him a better mind; a mind 
more 1 to g. _ Oy than he has here 
diſcovered.” 1. 320 
But firther ; I have a great fault to find with my 
lo antagoniſt; that he ſhews fo little regard to 
the thought of a divine command in poſitive inſti- 
tutions, Leaving too much to men's own reaſonings 


about abſolute "neceſſity and manifeſt fubſerviency. DAL 


lowing all that can be ſaid concerning ſubſerviency, 


which I ſhew to be a powerful argument on my 
ſide; yet the great ſtreſs in ritual inſtitutions ought, 
when we have good evidence of their divine origi- 
nal, to be laid on be command God, conſiderin 
what kind of a being that lawgiver is. Let any 
man conſider them in this light; and he: will fin 
no occaſion to diſpute about the difference between 
them and moral precepts. He will acknowledge 
5 difference; and yet be much more likely to 
regard each in their proper place, who eonſiders both 
as his duty in obedience to God, than he, who re- 
ſolves in his reaſonings to leave God out of the 
queſtion, and only to argue upon what is of eternal 


natural obligation, and ne only W 8 
0 The 
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relating to pofitroe inſtitutions, 15 
The prevailing propenſion, I ſay, to lay aſide the 
py «it of a divine command, has an unhappy 
tendency, which it becomes us to avoid, notwith- 
ſtanding the uſefulneſs of the diſtinction between 
moral, eternal. truths, and any thing of the inſti- 
The, fitneſs of obeying every divine command is the ſub- 
ject of the whole of my firſt Diſcourſe. From which 
the author of the Appendix quotes a. paſſage in his 
gth page: and then endeavours: to evade the force 
of it, by affirming what I never denied, or thought 4 
of denying. In pag. 19. of my Diſcourſe I had f 
thus argued. In poſitive inſtitutions the mere 
< will of the lawgiver, conſdering who the laugiver is, 
is a ſufficient reaſon for the ſubject's obedience. 
« It is this which makes it righteouſneſs to comply; 
and wnrighteouſneſs, that is, immorality, to refuſe 
obedience. If there be good proof of a divine 
inſtitution, good proof that God requires us to N 
aduſe a certain rite or ceremony, though in our 
XZ < eyes ever ſo mean, and though we, ourſelves are 
aiot let into the deſign of it; yet to refuſe. compliance 
in ſuch a caxſe, is dowArightdiſobedience, and a vio- 
lation of God's authority; which is as certainly im- 
morality, though of a different kind, as the breaking 
* what we uſually call a moral precept.“ All this my 
opponent ſeems to acknowledge. But then he falls to 
fighting with an image of his own ſetting up: and 
tells us, pag. 10. that + this is not of the nature of 
rational obligation, or that which ariſes from reaſon 
« abſtrattly taken, or the manifeſt nature and truth 
« of things.“ 4 To which I anſwer : who ſaid that 
f And will this author dare to ſay, that we muſt regard no- 
thing but what ari/es from reaſon abſtradtiy taken, or the mani- 
feſt nature and truth of things? To what purpoſe then were any 
defences he has ever attempted to make of the chriſtian revela- 
tion? Upon what foot does he place the doctrines of chriſtianity, 
ſtrictly and properly ſpeaking ? And why was the Son of God 


ſent into this lower world, to make them known? 


\ 


3 Ener of two. a. 
it was? Is there any thing in my Diſcourſe that 
affirms it? Do I not all along acknowledge the in- 
feriour and- ſubſervient nature of ritual inſtitutions? Do 
I not build upon this very thought of their fubſer- 
viency; Nay, do I not acknowledge in this very 
uotation, which the author has made from me, 
at the immorality of violating a divine inſtitution is 
. of a different kind from that of violating what we | 
| tefually call a moral precept ? But if all this notwith- 
ſtanding, it is ſtill ;mmorality to violate a divine in- 
ſtitution; what end does it anſwer, to make a flou- 
fiſh about the nature of rational obligations, the force 
whereof no body denies, when the proper argu- 
ment to be infiſted on in poſitive inſtitutions is the 
command dee Get who has a b to our obe- 
—_—; - dience ? AY | 
| This right to our bare is 1 ſuſicient foundation | 
—_. rt poſitive comma under the 
Ui | es oppor: pol as well as under any other. 40 8 is 
'' * Licker is a ſufficient anfwgt to this author's en- 1 
Mi! | „ pag. 6, lin. 20, 21, 22. founded his 
I 5 2 eden of mf words. Upon this, as * | 
|| fs, we my} ere 1» ud fone ei ſnd, 
ſ 1 @ which to ſupport commands, under the goſpel 
110 . diſpenſation. * Now, I think, the — of the 
| divine being is foundation ſufficient, And our au- 
thor himſelf ſeems to own this, at the head of 


| that * ſame page, wherein he afterwards makes it 
THI ſtand for little or nothing. He there acknowledges, 
i || | — that « authoritative obligation lays hold of thoſe, . 
[1 _ © who are the commands of a ſuperiour, he 

f © being one Who has a right and authority to pre- 
ſcribe rules to them.” Upon which I would only 
aſk ; whether God is our under the diſ- 
penſation of the goſpel; ſuch a fuperiour, as has 
8 "Fs authority to” preſeribe rules to us If he is; 
then we Ws even under the diſpenſation E 
_ 


® Append: pag. 10. 


8 obliged to obeꝝ him in all thoſe caſes, where- 


authority is viſibly concerned, whether he 


— —— let us know the reaſon of his pre- 


ſeriptions, or not. Indeed he is pleaſed, under the 


diſpenſation of the goſpel, to let us know the graci- 
ous and uſeful purpoſes propoſed by him in the in- 


ſtitutions enjoined to us. But this alters ene in 


8 


the nature of the obligation. 

My propoſition therefore ſtands firm: that. in * 
fitiv inſtitutions; the mere will of the lawgiver, confider- 
ing who the lawgriuer is, is a ſufficient reaſon for the ſub- 
7455 obedience. The diſcovery of his will to us, in 


ſuch caſes, is a ſufficient reaſon, why we ſhould com- 
ply. — —-— 


ſhew my belief, that he never appoints. any one ri- 
tual :afliration for the ſake of mere will and pleaſure, 
but for wiſe and gracious and uſeful purpoſes, though 
it may not be always expedient, for us to be told 
what thoſe purpoſes are. Even in the Moſaic oeco- 
nompy itſelf, 1 Ido not believe there was one ritual 
inſtitution, enjoined for mere will and pleaſure, in the 
mind of the lawgiver himſelf, but for purpoſes uſeful 


to the people to whom they were. enjoined ;; though 


it was not needful, nor perhaps fitting, that they 


ſhould then be acquainted with all thoſe. purpoſes. ö 
As to great numbers of thoſe inſtitutions, it has been 
- abundantly- proved by judicious, authors, that they 


were wiſely calculated to ſerve good purpoſes. - And 


if we were prot end acquainted with all the cir- 


cumſtances of the people to whom they were enjoin- 
ed, and all the difpoſitions and cuſtoms of their hea- 
chen neighbouts, and all the views of the divine mind 
to future times; I make no doubt but we ſhould 
{ce wiſe and good reaſons for every particular inſti- 


tution. But God, it ſeems, though he knew one 


ent. reaſons for every inſtitution, did * think 


Te e a le with them. Upon w ich 
would. aſk the eman, who is fo fearful. of 
Cc | ſhewing 


relating to — CY 
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e vinceqd that Jeſus did, by authority from the Fa- 


therefore I will not ſubmit to * * I know not 
| 2 caſe: hut for my on part I ſhould have no 
| loudly of his regard to moral oblipations. 


poſitive inſtitution, is all additiohal-grace and 


| W in this 10th 


"of defence of” to ifrourjer, 
-ſhewing too much regard to the will of the law- 
giver: Were the Jews in this caſe obliged in con- 
* ſcience to obey the inſtitutions given them, or 
+ were they not? Was there reaſon ſufficient to 
s demand their obedience ? Or might they with 
good reaſon refuſe to obey, becauſe the particu- 
4 1 intentions of the ſeveral inſtitutions were not 
bliſned, together with the inſtitutions them- 
4 do # And farther I would aſk him : whether 
-under- the goſpel any man could be excuſed from 
ſubmitting to the ordinances of baptiſm and the Lord's 
ſupper, even in caſe he knew nothing more relating 
to them, than the command of Chriſt, and the proof 
'of his having authority from God to demand obe- 
dience from the ſubjects of his kingdom? Would 
it be right for any man to fay : though I am con- 


ther, inſtitute theſe two ordinances, to be obeyed 
by the ſubjects of his kingdom; yet I do not 
's fee that they will anſwer any goed ends; and 


what judgment this gentleman would form. in ſuch 
; great 
ion of ſuch a man's fidelity, let him talk ever fo 
Whatever 
-explication is given, as the reaſon and deſign of a 


neſs: but as to the inftitution itſelf z either the 8. 
thority with which it comes attended is ſufficient to 
command our obedience; or elſe we are under hong 
gen to 'obey i Ic. bt 
I deſire the reader to ablrvey that what i h- 
page of be „and 
in great part of the 110, beſides the ſubſtance of 
hüt goes before, from pag, 3. has nothing to do 
in the caſe before us; becauſe it proceeds upon a 
. — injurious ſurmiſe, as if T had deſigned and en- 
rn wit to — * —— to the pre- 


t 
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relating to pofitroe mftitutions. 19 
judice of moral obligations, whereas I had not given 
the leaſt foundation for it; W 
And I am ſorry to find, that in ſome following 
pages there is a falſe, as well as invidious, repreſenta- 
tion of the account I had given of our Saviour's 
baptiſm, and of the journey. which he choſe to take 
in order to be baptized. I muſt intreat the-reader's 
tience, while I quote my own words, though ſuch 
ng quotations cannot fail of being tireſome} In 
pag. 2, and 3. of my Diſcourſes, I had faid as follows. 
Now as minute a circumſtance as this may. ſeem 
© (that is, this length of the journey from Galilee to For- 
dan) yet it was well worth recording; to ſhe how 
« diligent our Saviour was, to do what in our text 
© he calls tbe fulfilling of righteouſneſs, that is, the obey- 
ing every lignification of the mind of God. He 
+ well knew his great ſuperiority above: John, Yer 
.+ becauſe John was ſent: of God, to baptize ſuch 
« perſons who profeſſed to believe the approach of the 
« kingdom of heaven, and a refolution to live agree- 
c ably to ſuch a belief; he would not only be bap-' 
« tized of John, but happening to be at a conſide- 
< rable diſtance from him, would take a journey for 
that purpoſe... Which journey might and would 
have been ſpared, if the Son of God had not re- 
ſolved to ſhew the greateſt reſpect to the command 
of his heavenly Father, in the commiſſion given to 
John the Baptiſt. Inſtead of Jeſus's travelling to 
be baptized of John, it might eaſily have been ſo 
ordered, that John, who ſhortly after this did bap» 
tixe in Zuon near to Salim, and in other parts near 
to Galilee, ſhould go into Galilee; and be directed 
to find out Jeſus there, by the ſame Spirit, which 
© afterwards aſſured him this was the perſon, -when 
4 — — his _ accord came to him. But the 
mee | lowly Jeſus, being yet a private perſon, 
and not bs his miniſtry, por — 
* him his public character; though he knew his own 

Ot... -.... - + 4 


_— 
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ſuperior dignity, yet acted conſiſtentiy with him- 
ſelf, and gave an inſtance of that piety and reve · 
© fence towards God, which ſhined forth in all other 

«parts of his life, by undergoing the fatigue of a 
Journey, on purpoſe to do the greater en to a 
8 divine inſtitution. ? 
Ils appeal to every impartial reader, whether dene 
is any thing in theſe words, or in thoſe other, which 
this author further quotes to the ſame purpoſe from 
my 14 page, from which I can fairly be charged 
with inferring, that the man (who is perſuaded” of 
the obligation to baptiſm ) ſhould travel to be baptized, 
though'ever ſo far; nay, that he ought rather to prefer a 
long journey to a ſhort one, ſince herein be would bave the 
example of bis Lord: or that from theſe views it would 
Be incumbent, not only upon a perſon, fituattd at a great di. 
. Pance from a plunging baptizer, but it muſt become uni- 
ver ſally a rule of Treo, to all ſuch who would empha- 
tically ſhew their regard to Jeſus as an exemplar; viz. 
their chooſing to travel a long, rather than take @ ſhort 
'-way to their baptiſm. The journey, which our Lord 
choſe to take in order to be baptized of John, when 
the happened to be at a great diſtance from him, 
oves all that I have ſaid concerning it, without the 
ſt intimation, that it muſt become univerſally a rule of “ 
— to chooſe to travel a long, rather tban à ſhort way 1 ö 
10 baptiſm. The only univerſal rule, which I draw 
from the example of our Lord in this caſe is, pag; 15. 
that's we ſhould, in imitation of him, employ an ac- 
tive zeal for che honour of God in the whole 3 
* courſe of our duty. And I infer very juſtly, p. 14. 
that if there was in us any thing like that zealous 
ö defire to obey every ſignification of the divine will, 
which was in the Son of God himſelf; we ſhout 
not make one in a thouſand of thoſe trifling excuſes,” 
which often keep us from practiſing our duty; 
ys ure not only be we e go ng” gre 
2 bur 
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relating to poſitive inſtitutions.  2t 
+ bour and fatigue, but take delight in it, conlider- 
ing whom we endeavour to honour.* But I am fo 
far from making the inferences, which this authar 
aſcribes to me, that I expreſsly ſay, pag. 15. I do 
not mean, by recommending this active zeal; that 
« we ſhould, out of a voluntary humility, put our- 
s ſelves to inconveniencies for the ſake of that, which 
we may as well perform without difficulty: I do 
not mean, that a man ſhould ſtreighten himſelf for 
that which he can eaſily come at.“ And how in- 
conſiſtent ſoever my opponent may think this with 
what had been ſaid before; the following conſide- 
rations will, I hope, convince my readers, that there 
is no inconſiſtency at all; and that I have neither 
expreſſed too great a freedom with our Lord's example, nar 

weakened the obligation of it, as he would perſuade his 
readers I have. For though + it might eafily baue 
been ſo ordered by the providence: of God, that John 
ſhould have been — to Jeſus, at the time when 
Jeſus ſaw it proper for him to be baptized, and to 
enter upon his public miniſtry; yet the providence 
of God did ſo order it, that at * time they were 
at a great diſtance from each other; ſo that there 
was no viſible way for their coming together at that 
time, without either Jeſus's voluntarily undergoing 
the fatigue of a journey, to do honour to John's 
commiſſion, or ſending for John, to come to him 
and baptize him. But there was a ſufficient objec- 
tion againſt this, from the obſcurity of that condition, 
in which the bleſſed: Jeſus had hitherto choſen to re- 
main: and continuing yet a private perſon, he acted 
quite in character, in not undertaking to command 
one, whom he knew to be inveſted with a commiſ- 
| fion from heaven, and who was n by 

the people in general as ſuch. 

But ſince my account of õur Saviour's journey, 

Wr r op pri woo words of the — 
unn tis- 
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22 A defence of to diſcourſes, 
unſalisfactory to this gentleman; I would be glad 
to know what account he himſelf will give of it. 
The text fays plainly : Then cometh Jeſus from Galilee 
ta Jordan unto Fohn, 10 be baptized of bim: And this, 
I have-ſhewn, was no ſhort journey. Now if my 
account of the matter is wrong, let this gentleman 
inform us, what was the principle, upon which the 
journey was undertaken 3 what was the deſign of 
Cbriſt's coming to Fobn, when he was at ſo great a 
diſtance as — Galilee to Jordan Why did he not 
_ ſtay till John came to him? Obſcure - he was at 
that time, and without a public character, had he 
not intereſt enough with his heavenly Father to have 
prevailed, that John might providentially be direc- 
ted into thoſe parts where he then was, and fave him 
the trouble of the journey? Doubtleſs he had. But 
it is, I think, very manifeſt, that he choſe to do 
otherwiſe. To me it appears, that the bleſſed Jeſus 
choſe to travel to the place, where John was 2 
— that divine commiſſion which he re- 
ceived to ine, with the view of doing honour to that 

— And in this he ſuited himſelf to 
3 in which he then was, without laying 
his followers under an obligation by this example, 
to do any thing really injurious to «themſelves, or 
their families, for the ſake of performing a ritual 
ſervicc, which they can as well 8 without dif- 
ficulty. Vet at the ſame time he laid a ſufficient 
foundation for encouraging them to ſubmit to many 

inconveniencies for the ſake of doing honour to a di- 
vine inſtitution, where thoſe inconveniencies cannot 
be avdided ; and a ſufficient foundation likewiſe for 
commending thoſe, who ſhould chooſe to obey a 
divine command in ſuch circumſtances, as ſhould 
give the more re of _— n — 
2 OPM Aa, 
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relating to poſtiue Tnſtitutions. 23 
ſome inconveniencies might beavoided by doing the 
fame thing in another way. 

And now we are come to the 14 page of 5b 
| : where the author begins his remarks on 
my ſecond Diſcourſe, and his objections againſt it. But 
before I follow him there, I would intreat the reader 
to look back upon that ſhort abſtract of abe firſt Di 
courſe, which I have given in the beginning of this 
Defence, or rather, if it be not too much trouble, to 
read over the Diſcourſe itſelf ; and then, comparing 
what this author has faid againſt it, let him judge, 
whether I was not right in obſerving, that be bas left 
the ſubſtance of my arguments in their full force. © © 

I have the ſame ſatisfaction in obſerving, that he 
has left firm and entire the fubſtance of my ſecond 
Diſcourſe. For if the principles upon which I there 
build are true; then it is fairly concluded, that * it 
was the mind of Chriſt, that all thoſe, 'in eve 
age of the church, who are convinced of the tru 
£ and divine a of his doctrine, ſhould” by 

* baptiſm take on themſelves the profeſſion of bel 

And not only ſo: but it will likewiſe follow; that 
it was not thi mind of Chrift, that on rs — 
de baptized,” than thoſe who make a perſonal pro- 
feſfion of faith i in him; ſuch a faith, as includes re- 
. — for ſin, and hope in the merey of God 
— him. If, I fay, it be true, that baptiſm 

roughout the New Teſtament, * excepting 
— the fingls'cide of our Lord himſelf, ** 


1 repentance and turning from ſin; if it a 


the ordinance itſelf was deſigned to exhibit 1 

pardon; and if the baptiſm inſtituted by Chrift . 
his reſurrection does in every rſon denote 
and take for granted an adtual profe n of ſuch a 
faith in Chriſt, as includes repentance from ſin, and 
hops of pardon 2 an 9 
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the mind of Chriſt, that any other ſhould be bap» 
tied, than thoſe who make ſuch profeſſion. Who- 
ever would diſprove this doctrine, which is the ſub- 
ſtance of my ſecond Diſcourſe, muſt not only diſprove 
the views which I have aſcribed to baptiſm, and ſhew 
that it does not take for granted a perſonal profeſ- 
{on of faith in Chriſt but muſt likewiſe ſhew, that 
even thoſe who are convinced of the truth and di- 
vine authority of the chriſtian religion are not, ac- 

cording to the mind of Chriſt, required to — 00 
thew by baptiſm the profeſſion of it. 


Let us now ſee what the author of the Appendix 4 


the Pha for eren has aid, to invalidate what wn 
advanced. - | 
He begins yeich aa I had memiined: only 22 20 
050 for explaining one of the words in my text. 
I had ſaid, in 8 that * enge conſtantly ſig- 
</ nifies'in the New; Teſtament to dip or Plunge; if 
e may be allowed to explain thoſe general -pa- 
6 ſages, wherein no circumſtances are particularly 
mentioned, by others which are very plain and 
clear; which in all neaſon we ought to to. But 
this gentleman, ? affirms on the contrary, that © the 
ond is certainly often uſed in the New Teſtament, 
where plunging can by no means be underſtood.” 
And he particularly cites 1 Cor. x. 2. The 1/raclites 
mere baptixed unto; Adbſes in the cloud and in the ſea. 
Which, he ſays, if we allow to be a good illuſtra- 
tion; then we have an idea of baptiſm without 
plunging: and not only ſo; but we have an idea 
+ of the ſubjects of ann — | Py with eng 
children. 13 T9997 ry Tx MY; 
I mention both-theſe inferenges ok this author. to- 


be ether, only for the ſake of obſerving, that in both 


lays greater ſtreſs on the alluſive illuſtration, than 
the caſe will bear. Particularly with regard to the 
action of baptiſm, it is a mean — fay, that 


from 
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relating” to "pofitive"inflitutions. 23 
from the 1/aelites being baptized unto Moſes in the ſea, 
we have an idea of baptiſm without plunging. For 
though in the caſes here alluded to, there was no acti- 
on of plunging the perſons ſpoken of into the clauu, or 
into the ſes; yet there was that encompaſſing and 
overwhelming of their bodies, which is the very de- 
ſign of the Bon of plunging, and the neceſſary ef 
fect of it, when a perſon is put into the water; and 
this was enough to juſtifie the alluſion. If a body is 
overwhelmed with a cloud, eſpecially in that extraordi- 
nary manner, in which the Iſraelites were overwhelm- 
ed, when God was pleaſed, on ſpecial occaſions; to 
make his appearance among them; that body may 
very well, in an alluſive ſenſe, be ſaid to be baptized 
in the cloud, that is, dipped in the cloud, though no hand 
is made uſe of, to perform the action of plunging: 
And in a like alluſive ſenſe the Iſraelites were fitly 
enough ſaid to be baptized in the ſea, though they 
were not, in ſtrictneſs of ſpeech; plunzed into it: nor 
indeed in ſtrictneſs of ſpeech could they be ſaid to be 
in the ſea, though n 9. by it, in ſuch a man- 
ner, as will with infinitely more propriety bear the 
reſemblance of having been plunged into it, than if 
only ſome drops of it had been ſprinkled or poured 
upon them. Let the bodies of thoſe who pretend to 
chriſtian baptiſm be only as much overwhelmed in their 
baptiſm, as this baptiſm of the Iſraelites in the ſea alludes 
to: and in order to that, they muſt be dipped or plunged. 
But this gentleman tells us, pag. 15. that it is 
an undoubted truth, (undoubted, poſlibly, by 
him; but I hope he will not pretend it is undoubted - 
„by all) that Baptizo does not always in the New 
* Teſtament ſigniſie to dip or plunge :* and he tells 
us of à ſmall traf? on plunging, lately publiſhed, where- 
in he ſays it is ſhewn, that it is only taking the thing 
for granted: and adds, that there is no manner of 
65 proof, that either John, or the diſciples of Jeſus, 
v did ever plunge when 1 baptized.” = 
N | | 8 15333 
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is pity he had not given us a clearer deſcription 
of this fuall traf? on Plunging ;, for I have never yet 
{en any tract, ſmall or great, that could convince 
me of what he calls an undoubted truth, On the con- 
trary, thoſe two ſingle inſtances, which I mention 
in my Diſcourſe,” for clearing up the meaning of the 
word: baptize, do, J think, make it ſufficiently lain, 
that both John, in baptizing our Saviour, and Phi. 
lip, in 2 the Eunuch, did plunge when they 
After citing the texts, Mar. i. 9. and 
Acts viii. 38, 39. I'obſerve: * that Philip need 
not have gane down himſelf; however he would 
© have'ſhewn more reſpect to the treaſurer of the 
© queen of Atbiopia, than to give him the trouble of 
going doum eis 70 dup, into the water: and for the 
lame reaſon, beyond all queſtion, John the Baptiſt 
would have prevented his Lord and Maſter from 
going doum into ihe e, if that had not been 
Bo neceſſary to baptiſm.? b 
My other words, immediately ee theſe, 
the author of the Appendix quotes, but makes not 
the leaſt: anſwer to them. I ſhall therefore quote 
them myſelf, and aſk him a queſtion or two rela- 
ing to them. They are as follows. There is no 
aocounting for. ſuch words as theſe, [ going down 
* both into the water, baptizing there, and then coming 
up du of the water] if baptiſm could be ſuppoſed 
to conſiſt in ſprinkling a few drops of water, or 
even pouring a larger quantity upon ſome part of 
the body.“ I aſk this ' gentleman, whether he 
kirnſelf can account for ſuch words as theſe, if the 
baptiſm was performed by f. Küng or pouri | 
Why-did Palle go down into — himſelf, _ | 
take the Eunuch along with him? Why did he 
not fetch a little water, to /prinkle or to pour 
- im? And whereas after they were both gone — 
into the water, it WI tha by rad 8 


"6.4 & 
4. 
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What was here the action of bapfixing: Was it prink- 
ling? Was it pouring? Did they both go down" into 
the water, that when they were there, the one might 
caſt a few drops of the water upon the other ? The 
native, primary ſenſe of the word Ber]:{o,” and the 
circumſtances of the caſe, concur to ſhew, that the 
action here was plunging, If that word will ever * 
allowed, in any caſe, to have ſignified phmging, (and 
I hope that will not be denied i. us) it muſt be allow- 
ed in this; becauſe this gives rational accbunt of 
the deſign of going down into the water; Which thing, 
as I obſerve in my Diſcourſe, pag. 29. is —— 
confirmed by the ae men Aut! 4 lu. 
rial, Rom. vi. 4. 

But there is one thing under this head, which this 
— — thinks it worth his while to take ſpecial 
notice of. And that is, my quoting Mar. i. 9. where 
1 obſerve-it is emphatically abireltd, that John 

Jeſus: «5 v Lepa, into Forden, He ſays, + 
+ The: particle being ſo rendered ſeems to darken 
rather than clear the doctrine of plunging: and 
that the præpoſition is intelligible, when under- 
ſtood to expreſs a being baptized ino the religion 


: of Myſer'or of Chrift, ſo putting on the one or the 


other.“ On the contrary,” I appeal to every man 
of common ſenſe, that this præpoſition TEE is 
much more intelligible, when uſed in its plain, 
literal and native ſenſe, of plunging a body into 
water, than in the figurative one, of baptizing mo 
a religion. F cannot therefore help 3 at 
his aſſurance, in affirming, that 
Jeſur into Jordan has fomething” f . 

* unleſs it be myſtically underſtood.” 
 <Fordang or any other river, or — of 5 | 
I defie him or any man to dip of plunge another 
i tear, without dipping: or plunging him #1 

#; which is the very thing meant by the word 
D 2 baptize, 


* Diſc, pag, 28, + Append. pag: 15. f App. pag 16. 


28 A defence of #190 — 
in the caſe before us, and the reaſon of my 
— to Mark's expreſſion as emphatical. It would 

be uncouih indeed, if the word was deſigned to con: 

_ vey any other ſenſe. «Particularly: it would be very 
uncouth to ſay, as an explication of the word Benito, 
that Jabn ſprinkled Jeſus into Fordap; or poured water 

nubhen him into Fordan, And my opponent only makes 

ante ridiculous, if he deſigns it for wit, when he 
Talks, of a myſtical ſenſe of the words, as if JOS baptized 
Viel into the faith on profeſſion of Jordan. 4595 
"I Ar is in the like farcaſtic way, that he proceeds to 
ſhew, how abſurd it would be to give the præpo- 
Iition es the ſenſe of into, in ſeveral texts which he 
produces. He owns indeed, that the word is ren- 
4 dene Ix ro, Rom. vi. 3, 4. But then he affirms, 
« that it is the ſame word rendered Ix ; even ſo wwe 
« © oth bowl walk ix newneſs of life; which in my 
it ſenſe, he fays, ſhould be thus rendered. we 
wall ix To .newneſs of life, as being more 
oy \«emphatical. Now here I oblerye, that this gen- 
tleman i is very unhappy in the firſt, inſtance of his 
criticiſm. He is too eagerly; bent upon expoſing 
me: otherwiſe he might eaſily: ſee, that it is not the 
ſame word rendered ix, which: juſt before had been 
rendered ix ro; but another prepoſition, governing 
2 different caſe. The apoſtle does not ſay, eig K 
3 but # e Cons: ſo. that there is no room 
for reproaching me 4-0 the abſurd paraſe, of walk-. 
5 Nr neu of life. 
It is no pleaſure to me to engage in <fiticifins. 
But my opponent will force me to it. I make no 
gifficulty to allow, that the Greek prepoſition en AC- - 
4 cording as it is joined with other words in the ſen- 
- tence; is ſometimes uſed to ſignifie in, and ſometimes 
among, as well as moſt uſually into, which is its na- 
Tive and primary ſenſe. And the Latin præpoſition 
in, is uſed with the fame . In order therg- 
» ap "IJ | 4 or 
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fore to know the exact ſenſe, it is neceſſary to con- 
ſider the words with which the præpoſition is joined. 
And yet it will generally be found, that there is ſome 
one primary ſenſe of every word, to which all the 
variety of uſes is to be reduced. Apply theſe thoughts 
to the texts which my opponent has brought to con- 

front me; and his criticiſms will come to nothing. 
Allowing that our tranſlators did right in rendering 
that paſſage, Mat. xv. 24. 1 am not ſent, but unto the 
fot ſheep of the houſe: of Iſrael becauſe this is moſt a- 
greeable to the idiom of our language; yet the action 
of ſending, joined with the p ion, plainly im- 
plies his being ſent into their community, ſent into 
the midſt of them, ſent among them. As to Acts ii. 38. 
it might as well have been rendered Ix ro the remiſ 
ion of fins, as ur. And as to the remaining paſ- 
ſage, Acts vii. 53. it is too obſcure, to be made a 
criterion of the true ſenſe of the præpoſition there 
uſed, becauſe: of the figure with, Which it is attend- 
ed. Grotius in his annetations on the place has 
rightly obſerved : that is here uſed. to ſigniſie 
among: that the | martyr Stephen ſnews /how mag 
-nificently the Law was delivered among many troops 
of angels: and that the verb Ii [from which is 
derived the noun Je . here uſed in, the plural 
number] is a military word, as he proves from the 
uſe of it in ſeveral paſſages to Which he refers, All 
this is perfectly agreeable to the mind of the ſpeak- 
er, and to the truth of hiſtory. But then it requires 
an ellipſis, to compleat the ſenſe. The Ifaelites re- 
ceived the Law [which was delivered] among, or into 
-tbe midſt of, military orders of angeln. to gainzh 
But to what purpoſe is it to produce texts thus ob- 
ſcure, for proving that a word is not uſed in its na- 
tive and primary ſenſe in another paſſage, where all 
- circumſtances requite us to underſtand. it in that ſenſe, - 
and in no other ? Are we, at a venture, to render a 
.word in any manner in which we ſee it is 3 
6 uſed? 


: " ? 


ſed ) How many abſurdities would our author 
upon himſelf, if he ſhould" affirm this ? How: 
therefore is it to argue, after producing his texts, 
„that to go 0, to be baptized i, or h Jordan, 
ſeems to be full as ly an as proper a 
rendering of the fiction, as * 1mTo'?? The 
comrary is plain: and if as many more texts had 
been quoted, every one of them uſing the particle 
e in 4 ſenſo ſoniething different from the primary: 
they would never prove that it is uſed in any other 
than che primary ſenſe in che evangeliſt Mark; be- 
cuuſe the tenor of his whole ſenrence leads us to this 
Primary ſenſe, whether che prepoſition « be uſed, 
or whether we put another in its room. For it is 
-alt one to ſay, that Jobn baptized Feſus into Fordan, or 
in Jordan only the former, as J obſerved, is more 
 empbhatical for proving, that by baptiſm the hiſtorian 
meant plunging into the water. This is all that I pro- 
dueed it to prove, without laying any great — 4 
upon it; having only mentioned! it by the bye, 
company of other texts, where the præpoſition in th 
tide uſe of, which to me 2 quite ſo = 
tically! to eſs' the action of bapiizing as thi 
Th And Ia ſtilkof the Prayer gh How- 
ever; let os ſigniſie int, or ins yet there is a vaſt 
difference between having a little water thrown upon 
one's body by) Fordan, and being baptized: in or inte 
that . andi conſequently the phraſe, by Jordan, 
is not ſo emphatical, towards ſhewing what was the ac- 
tion of the baptiſm referred to, as ro Fordan': and 1 
"hinle I have proved, chat it is not ſo proper à ren- 
dering of the original, but mme, n ies true 


a, f aneh el top Wan 
Lord was not when he was baptized,” will 
be found greater than this gentleman ſeems: to itvia- 
2 Nun Sur een Mardi iii. 16. 
enen Jef, 
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, when he was baptized, went 1p firaitway from 
—_ with thoſe of St. Luke, Acts vui. 39. 
irs aniCnons er vn ddl, hen they came up out "of - the 
water. | For though it is not expreſsly faid in Mat : 
thew, that Jeſus and John z«/sCnoer apugdipor e Te haps 
went both down into tbe water, as it is {aid of Philip and 
the Eunuch, Acts vii. 38: yet when St. Mark ſays 
expreſsly, that John baptized. Jeſus « To Ie, into 
Jordan, and there is no room for a figurative means | 
ing; and when St, Matthew the other evangeliſt 
aſſures us, that Jeſus being beptized went up fraitevay 
from the water; from all theſe things it is I think 
very clear, that our Lord was plunged when he was 
baptized ; and that a great diffewty would attend any 
other deſcription of his baptiſm. | 5 
But if 46 T0 Ida, in Mark, does not mean into 
Jordan; I would aſk this gentleman, what is the 
meaning of «70 64, in the As, when applied to 
Philip and the Eunuch ? Did they both go down 
only by the "water ; or did they go inia the water, as 
our tranſlators themſelves have rendered it? I would 
intreat my opponent, with all that ſkill in the Greek 
tongue, of which he makes ſuch a ſhew, by u- 
cing a number of texts to clear, or rather to darken 
the ſenſe of the prepoſition e, to tell me hom the 
hiſtorian ſhould, or how indeed he could, in that 
language, have expreſſed a going down into the water, 
though ever ſo deſirous of conveying that thought 
to his readers, if xd)aCarev «5 70 udp will not do it. 
Will any other phraſe in the whole Greek tongue 
be more clear and full to this „ and leſs lia- 
ble to evaſion; or indeed fo clear and full, and fo 
* — —_ to be miſtaken and _—— Or will 

e allow it poſſible, to expreſs in the to 
the thought of poing down into the water, in any — 
that ſhall be liable to no exception or miſapplication ? 
Or 3 he affirm, that = language is - 

capable, altogether i le, of expreſſing 
* 1 


32 A defies of tus dcn, 
thought; ? For my part I know of no phraſe. that 
will do it, if that which is uſed in the caſe of Phi. 
Ii and the Eunuch will not. Now ſince this is the. 
caſe, and ſince the baptiſm of our Lord himſelf and 
that of the Eunuch caſt ſuch a clear light upon each 
other; there remains, I think, no ground of doubt. 
ing, that when the evangeliſt. Mark faid, Jeſus was 
baptized of John es ro loan, he meant, that be was 
Plunged by him into Fordan. 

After the criticiſms, our author expreſſes his *:< @- 
«  mazement, that among the New Teſtament accounts 
of baptiſm, not one word ſhould ever be drop- 
« ped about their /aying a/ide, or changing their gar- 
ments: ſince when our Lord uſed a baptiſm only 
to the feet of his diſciples, St. John. tells us, that. 
he laid afide bis garment, John xiii. 4.* And he 
rr his paragraph with aſking, Can we ſup- 

© poſe,” that 3000 could be plunged in the ſtreets 
< of Jeruſalem; and no hint of the conveniencies for 
© it, or of the decency or indecency of the performance, 
or adminiſtration: of the rite? Acts ii. 41. : 

To which I anfwer: that it is very propebee, ſome 
part of the garments, and particularly the long up- 
per garment, uſed in the eaſtern countries, was 
&/ide in the celebration of baptiſm : but as there is not 
the leaſt reaſon to doubt, that decency at leaſt was 
conſulted, even though it ſhould in ſome caſes, as in 
the baptiſm of great numbers, be attended with 
| ſome' inconveniency ; ſo there was no need for menti- 


_ -  ening one word about this circumſtance, which is 


no part of the baptiſm itſelf. Let there was very 

reaſon for being particular in the affair of our 
Lord's waſhing the feet of bis diſciples ; and therefore 
the inſtance of his laying afide his garment on that oc- 
. caſjon will be of no —_ to my ere in * 
ny before M77 46 © 
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That text, Joh. xiii. 4. informs us, that in prepa- 
vow to waſh the diſciples feet, Jeſus laid aſide his 
| „va ipahs. And yet it is not to be imagin- 
ed, that all the garments were laid aſide ; but on- 
ly that long upper garment, which would have hin- 
x Wa him in the work he was going about. There 
is an allowance to be made, in all languages, for 
idioms of ſpeech, And the learned Grotius on this 
very text has obſerved : © that the word garments 
here mentioned, though plural in ſound, is yet 
aof the ſingular number in its Ggnification : and 
that it was uſual fo to tranſlate that Hebrew word 
which properly ſignifies tbe outward garment, which 
< was uſually laid down by perſons miniſtring.“ 
Other —.— men, alluding to Phil. ii. 7. obſerve 
from this text of John, how much our Lord in 
the whole affair there mentioned eat upon him the 
form of a ſervant, in the ſervile office which he 
then performed: riſing from ſupper, in which he 
had fate down with his diſciples, laying afide his gar- 
ment, taking a towel, and then performing the ac- 
tion itſelf, whereby he would recommend humility 
among his diſciples towards each other. Now, for 
ſuch a-purpoſe as this, it was uſeful, exceedingly uſe- 
ful, to have all theſe particulars recorded: and ac- 
cordingly they are by the evangeliſt all committed 
to writing. But it could anſwer no ſuch end to 
tell us what was done in the preparation for bap- 
tilm : wherein, from the character of the perſons 
employed, we have all the reaſon in the world to 
believe, that decency was conſulted 5 and cunveniency 
too, ſo far as circumſtances would permit. As to 
which latter point however it muſt be acknowledged ; 
that the people of the primitive times ſeem not to 
have been quite ſo anxiouſly ſolicitous, as thoſe in 
our day; being content to bear with ſome incon- 
wventency, rather than delay the performance of Re 
_ were convinced wy” is duty. _ 
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As to the caſe of the 3000, mentioned Acts ii. 41. 


there is no need for ſuppoſing, that they were plung- 


ed in the ſtreets of Jeruſalem, The ſouls were all 


added to the church that very day, on which Peter 
preached to them his awakening ſermon. Bur it is 


not neceſſary to ſuppoſe, that they were all baptized 


that day: though, yet there were hands enough: to 


do it, including the ſeventy, mentioned in the 10* 


Chap. of Luke. Much leſs is it neceſſary to ima- 
gine, that they were all baptized in the ſtreets of 


Feruſalem, when the inhabitants in general were fo 
ſcrupulous, as to waſh at their return from market, for 
cleanſing themſelves from the pollution ſuppoſed to 


be contracted there, and muſt conſequently have 


ſome conveniencies contrived for that purpoſe, in or 


about their houſes. There might be conveniencies 
enough, partly within, and partly without the city, 
for performing the work without any indecency; if 


the perſons baptized did only (what is very probable) 
keep on their undermoſt garments in baptiſm, and 
afterwards put on their upper garments again, to go 
to their habitations. And if in this ſudden extraor- 
dinary exigency there were not, as it is not to be 


ſuppoſed there could be, all the conveniencies, which 


were afterwards provided; yet it is greatly in our 


- favour, that the New Teſtament aſſures us, ſuch pla- 


ces were choſen for baptizing, as had large collections 
of water, Joh. iii. 23. John was baptizing in Enon, 
ear to Salim, becauſe there «vas much water there. © 
And thus my oppoſer paſſes on to the other grand 
queſtion z whether children, that is, infants, can be 


the ſubjects of baptiſm, This, he rightly ſays, we 


cannot allow. And he forms our objection, as from 
my book, in the following words. The mention- 


ing proſelyte-baptiſm among the Fews, appears to 


have no foundation, For, that there was no ſuch 
practice among the Jeus in our Saviour's time, as 


© © the baptizing of proſelytes, is at leaſt very proba · 


ble, 


* F< * 
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« ble, from the Phariſees aſking Jobn the Baptiſt, 
Joh. i. 25. Why baptizeſt thou, if thou be not ite 
« Chriſt, neither Elias, neither that prophet : What au- 
« thority haſt thou to bring up a new religious cere- 
© mony? Mat. xxi. 25. The baptiſm of John, whence 
© was it; from heaven, or of men] Joh. i. 33. John 
* ſays, that God ſent him to baptize with water.“ 

Now before I directly conſider the author's re- 
marks upon the objection thus ſtated by himſelf, I 
defire the reader to obſerve: that he ſkips over 
14 or 15 pages, containing zhe principles upon which 
I profeſſedly and chiefly build in this part of 
the api v principles taken from the manifeſt 
deſign of the ordinance of baptiſm, in its inſtitution, 
in its miniſtration in the "apoſtles days, and in the 
reaſonings of the apoſtles themſelves upon it, be- 
longing in the nature of the thing to every indivi- 
dual member of Chriſt's church: and, though he 
does take ſome notice of theſe things afterwards, as 
it were by the bye, ſpends 8 or 10 pages upon a 
diſputed practice of the Jews, in baptizing their pro- 
ſelytes; from which, as I obſerved, 5 nothing cer- 
tain can be gathered, as to the mind of Chriſt, in 
the application of baptiſm to his diſciples, in all ages 
of the church after his own time. His views herein 
he himſelf beſt knows. However I will follow him 
in his own way. es: ox 
To the texts, which I alledge as probaile argu- 
ments, that there was no proſelyte-baptiſm among 
the Jews in our Saviour's time, he gives different || 
lenſes from thoſe which I offer ; deſigning to make 
it probable, that notwithſtanding theſe texts, there 
might be ſuch a ceremony then in practice. To 
all which J anſwer in one word, to prevent tedi- 
ouſneſs; that I verily think my interpretations, the 
greateſt part whereof he has ſuppreſſed, to be more 


8 Apperd, pag. 17. f Diſc. pag:45- + Ibid. 
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Juſt and genuine than his. And I deſire the reader 
to be fo impartial, as to lay both together before 
him, (my own words, I mean, as they ſtand in ® my 
book, and his own in his book, without truſting 
to any quotations on either fide) and then judge for 

. himſelf upon the force of all the texts laid together. 
But make the beſt of his interpretations that you 
can : yet neither do they give any thing like a proof 
of the practice in diſpute z nor does he offer to 
produce any text that ſhould clearly prove it; 
which yet he ought to do, fince he lays ſuch A re 
upon it. 

But further, I had obſerved, in pag. 47. of my 
treatiſe z that * it ſeems to be confeſſed on all hands, 
that the earlieſt accounts we have of any ſuch prac- 
tice as proſelyte-baptiſm are 150 or 200 years at- 
ter our Saviour's time, and theſe accounts writ- 
ten by Jewiſh Rabbies : whoſe teſtimony will prove 
indeed, that the ceremony was practiſed in their 
time: but that theſe ſame Rabbies, in what th 
affirm concerning ancient times, build too mu 
upon conjectures, to deſerve credit, e eſpecially as 
f the ſcripture itſelf is ſo far from favouring their 

* aſſertions : ſo that no inference can fairly be drawn 
* from them, to prove that the baptiſm of Proſelytes 
* was practiſed in Chriſt's time and before.. 

All that is faid in oppoſition to this, I had ſuffici- 
ently anſwered in the very ſame unleſs we 
can believe, that + Chriſt would DE. an inftitu- 
* tion of his own, ſo obſcurely and defectively ex- 
* preſſed by himſelf, as that for the underſtanding of 
it we ſhould be obliged to have recourſe to the fu- 

$  perſtitious traditions of the Jewiſh doctors, fo of- 
ten condemned by him.“ I had there charged 
the practice of proſelyte-baptiſm, even in caſe 1 
was any ſuch thing in our Saviour's time, as © an 
invention of men, an unſeriptural tradition of the 

« elders, 
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* elders, in the rank of thoſe very things, for which 
our Lord ſeverely reproved them and the Phari- 
« ſees:? and had brought this as a probable reaſon 
at leaſt, why he cannot be ſuppoſed to borrow his 
inſtitution of baptiſm from it. This gentleman - ak 
ledges on the other ſide: * © that the Jews, from the 
time of Chriſt's crucifixion, till now, having been 
bitter enemies to the chriſtians, it cannot there- 
fore be reaſonably ſuppoſed that they would in- 
vent an uſage, which would fo greatly confirm and 
© eſtabliſh the chriſtian baptiſmal rite, and ſo well ac- 
count for the introduction of it.“ To which I 
anſwer : that he may ſtand up as ſtoutly as he will, 
for the honour of the Jewiſh Rabbies; and uſe all 
his might to prove, that they were ſo wiſe, as not 
to be able to do an inconſiſtent thing: notwithſtand- 
ing which I will leave the reader to judge; whe- 
ther it is probable, that our Lord would berrow his 
inſtitution of baptiſm from them, if it was what 1 
charge it to have been, an wnſcriptural tradition of the 
elders, in ihe rank of thoſe very things, for which be ſe- 
werely reproved them. + 
And further I will aſk ; whether it is not at leaft a 
poſſible thing, that in ſome time between the reſur- 
rection of Chriſt, and the collecting of the Jewiſh 
cuſtoms into a body, this ſet of men might approve, 
and even take a liking to the practice of waſhing, 
for the initiation of ſuch as they thought polluted, 
though the Law itſelf had never ordained any ſuch 
practice for that purpoſe; and that they might make 
a ſuperſtitious uſe of a rite, begun by Jeſus or his 
forerunner, aſcribing that cleanſing virtue to the 
action itſelf, which neither Jeſis nor Jobn had ever 
22 of. I only aſk, whether notwithſtanding 
the great wiſdom of the Jewiſh Rabbies, it is not poſ- 
ſible, that in ſome time not long after Chriſt's 4 
ſurrection this might come to paſs ; and that ſome 


gene- 
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38 A defence of two diſcaurſes,” 
generations after, and yet before the Jewiſh cuſtoms 
were collected into a written code, this might be 


recorded among others, and by fanciful men in fol- 


lowing ages treated as a ceremony of much more 


ancient uſe than it really was. Whether this was 


the caſe or not; or whatever it was that gave riſe 
to proſelyte-baptiſm among the Jews, or whenſoever 
it began; yet I ſee no reaſon to believe, that Chriſt 
would chooſe one. of thoſe ceremonies, and adopt 
tit for a religious inſtitution of his own, which 
men of their own heads had ſuperſticiouſly fram- 
ed, and in the practice whereof they offered to 
6: God a ſervice which he never required; while 
they ſhamefully neglected the ſubſtance of his 

plain commands, and were ſeverely reproved by 
our Lord, for their neglect in the one caſe, and 
+ their preſumption i in the other.“ 

This I had ſaid in Peg. 48. of my treatiſe, de 
which my opponent .* thinks ; it might be ſuffici, 


m 


ent, in anſwer, to ſay, that it is only an aſſertion, 


and has no manner of proof belonging to it. 
And then he ſuppoſes, and concludes, from the opl- 
nion which the Jews had of the Gentiles as im- 


© Pure and unholy ; that ſince waſhing was appointed 


< for;the legal purification of a defiled Jew, it was 
a but f- ta expect, that the ſame purifying 
« rite Thould be applied to a Gentile convert, who 
vas looked upon by them as naturally defiled, and 
© therefore. bearing ſome likeneſs in his condition 


to a Jew. under legal pollution and uncleanneſs. 


And further he ſays. It is but reaſonable to con- 


clude, that God required this fort of ceremonial 


* admiſſion ; ſince he had fo pecwiarhy, diſtinguiſhed 
the natives of [acl as an boly people, and appoint- 

ed water-baptiſms for their purifications.“ 
I reply: that my words contain a charge againſt 
the Jews, upon the ſuppoſition of their practiſing 
| Prone 
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proſelyte-baptiſm. It is his buſineſs to prove that 
they were clear of this charge, if he would anſtver 
me. Let him prove, that God ever required them 
to baptize their proſelytes. Without this, his ſup- 
Poſitions and concluſions are far from being a ſufficient 
anſwer. If the Jews did practiſe this rite only upon 

the foundation of their own reaſonings, then chey 
had no orders from heaven about it: and if, not- 
withſtanding this, they uſed it as a ſacred rite, and 
made it even a condition, as much as circumciſion 
itſelf, of a right to Jewiſh privileges; then I fay 
ſtill, they were guilty of ſuperſtition. Da ai 
My anſwerer hints it reaſonable to conclude, that 
God did require this way of admitting proſelytes, 
becauſe he had fo peculiarly diſtinguiſhed the na- 
tives of Iſrael as a holy people, and appointed wa- 
ter-baptiſms for their purifications. I zbink it rea- 
ſonable to conclude juſt the very contrary : becauſe 
though God did appoint to the Iſraelites water- 
baptiſms for purification from certain defilements 
deſcribed by himſelf, and though he foreſaw that 
there would be proſelytes from other nations to 
the ſyſtem of religion delivered to thoſe Mraelites, 
who thereupon would become ſubject to the ſame 
laws of purification as the natives themſelves ; yet 
he did not think fit to give any orders for bap- 
tizing thoſe proſelytes, much leſs any authority to 
make baptiſm a condition of admitting them to 
Jewiſh privileges; as to both which points I appeal 
to the Law itſelf, If therefore this practice was in 


ancient uſe, and eſpecially if that ftreſs was laid' 


upon it, which the Jewiſh writers themſelves pre- 


tend ; then it was not only without God's requirement, 
but contrary to that very Law which they ſo much 


inſiſt on for their ſupport. I mean that text, 


Num. xv. 15. As ye are, ſo ſhall the fliranger be: 
which text my anſwerer, in pag. 25. of his Appen 
dir, quotes from Maimonides, by the help of Mr. 
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Ainfivorth to ſhew, * that an ethnic (that is, to 
@ more common word, a heathen or gentile) m 
be baptized as well as circumciſed; if he is will- 
ing to enter into covenant, and gather himſelf 
under the wings of the majeſty of God.“ I ſay, 
this text is againſt them: becauſe God's law required 
no baptiſm, either of native Jew or proſelyte ſtranger, 
as an admiſſion to the privileges of the Moſaic con- 
ſtitution, but appointed circumciſion to give a right 
in both caſes. And yet Mazmonides, in the paragraph 
jule now quoted, goes on to affirm, what my anſwerer 

ting him has very prudently omitted; that © a 
8 71 who is circumciſed and not . or 
© baptized and not circumciſed, is not a proſelyte 
« till he be both circumciſed and baptized.” 

But further, my opponent's anſwer is not ſufficient : 
becauſe if proſelyte- baptiſm was in uſe among the 
Jews, yet their practice can be no rule to us in 
_ other reſpects than Chriſt has made it ſo. This 

ptiſt brethren muſt allow : or elſe they 
— make the Jewiſh practice, without — 2 
a rule for ours, which will fall ver 
themſelves. I charge the practice o N 4 hap 
tiſm as what had no authority to ſupport it. If 
my oppoſer could find it in Scripture, I make — 
doubt he would produce his texts; inſtead of which 
he proceeds upon ſappeſſtians. But let him ſuppoſe as 
much as he will; yet let him not from thoſe ſup- 
Poſitions pretend to form conclufions, fuch as ſhould in- 
fluence our practice in the church of Chriſt; when 
even if there was in Chriſt's time any ſuch uſage as 
that in debate, yet, as I ſhall by and by obſerve 
_ this could be no rule to us, unleſs 
had made it a rule. If my anſwerer will 
prove, from clear texts of Scripture, that Chriſt has 
made it a rule to us, by directing his diſciples to 
practice baptiſm in all reſpects, as the Jews are ſup- 
poſed to 22 and prove at the ſame time 


chat they had authority for what they did ; then al 
wi 
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will do ſomething much more to the purpoſe than 
he has hitherto. But even then, among other things, 
it will be proper for him to conſider what this bap- 
tiſm of theirs really was; whether it was ſprintling 
or dipping. The reaſon aſſigned for proſelyte-bap- 
tiſm is, that the pollution contracted in their former 
ſtate might be waſhed away. Now, from-the con- 
current accounts both of the Old and New Tefta- 
ment, we have reaſon to believe, that when the Jews 
had contracted what they accounted a legal defile- 
ment, they waſhed their whole body in water. 
*Tis moſt reaſonable to believe that this was done in 
the New Teſtament times, *by thoſe who eonceived 
they had contracted pollution in the martet. place; the 
pollution of an unclean touch being communicated 
to the whole body, and therefore not to be cleanſed 
away without waſhing the. whole : much leſs could a 
proſelyte baptiſm be accounted a cleanſing," if the 
whole body were not wafthed. . But I mention theſe 
things only by the bye; 1 | 14 8. 

From the 19th page of ibe Appendix to the 26 my 
anſwerer pretends to no more, than * to take ſome 
notice of the Radbinical or Talmudical writings, as, 
he finds their character from the hands of ſome 
« confiderable autbors: and therefore, conſidering what 
has been already ſaid, of the inſufficiency of their 
teſtimony in the affair before s, eſpecially as it 
came ſo late after our Saviour's time; I thing my 
ſelf under no obligation to ſpend time . about it, 
though I have a very honourable eſteem for ſuch 
gentlemen as Ainſworth, Lightfoot and Prideaux, from 
whom the characters and quotations are borrowed. 
I am not of the opinion of thoſe, who are for throw- 
ing aſide. the- Jewiſh, writings as of no ſervice, I al- 
low them to be. uſeful for explaining. ſome parts of 
the goſpel - hiſtory. - Yet I believe that good and 
learned men; out of * great fondneſs for them, 


have 
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pave unnaturally ſtrained ſeveral paſſages in the New 
Teſtament, to make them anſwer a purpoſe they 
never intended; and this in other caſes, beſides that 
of proſelyte-baptiſm, 1 
But make the moſt you can, of what the Jew- 
iſh writings ſince Chriſt's time ſay concerning this 
Practice : yet ſee what it will come to, when you 
conſider how ſilent the Scripture is concerning it, 
20th in the Old Teſtament and the New, and what 
_ miſerable ſhifts learned men are put to, for produ- 
Cing the. leaſt item of an imaginary reference to it, 
_ inſtead of ſhewing plainly that it had the ſanction of 
divine authority. See what it will come to, when 
you further conſider, that neither Joſephus nor Philo, 
though both of them Jewiſh writers not long after 
our Saviour's time, and both of them particular in 
their accounts concerning the antiquities and cuſtoms 
of their countrymen, have made any mention of 
155 and eſpecially when you conſider, as before ob- 
erved, how improbable it is, that Chriſt would adopt 
for a religious inſtitution of. his own, a ceremony which 
men of their own. heads had ſuperſtitiouſly framed, 
ahd wherein they offered to God a ſervice which he 
never required. | | 5 
1 qſhall conclude this head with referring the rea- 
der to what my anſwerer has very prudently paſſed 
over in ſilence, though it is of the greateſt impor- 
tance in the controverſy relating to our practice as 
chriſtians. Proceeding upon the ſuppoſition that 
there was ſuch an uſage among the Jews as he con- 
tends for, but does not prove; I ſhew, that according 
as Chriſt: has left things in the New Teſtament, it 
can be no rule to us, any more than if there had 
been no ſuch uſage. My words are as follows: 
Diſc,” pag. 48, 49. If there was in our Saviour's 
time any ſuch practice among the Jews as baptiz- 
ing proſelytes, and thoſe children which they had 
dat. the time of their proſelytiſm ; and if they * 
MoS an 4 
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* withold baptiſm from thoſe children of the proſe- 
« lytes, which were born after the parents became 
« proſelytes : yet no argument can be drawn from 
thence, that can affect baptiſm in the chriſtian 
church. For as there is no pretence of an obli- 
gation upon us to do as they did, to adminiſter 
baptiſm to the ſame ſubjects, to whom they are 
ſuppoſed to have miniſtred it: ſo neither does the 
ſuppoſing that they had the practice among them, 
give us any allowance to ceaſe or to omit the prac- 
tice of chriſtian baptiſm, in any caſe where they 
would not have practiſed their baptiſm. If there 
had been any ſuch practice among the Jews, and 
our Saviour had deſigned an analogy between their 
baptiſm and that which he himſelf ordained : we 
can by no means believe, but that he would have 
told us how far the analogy ſhould reach. In ſhort 
if baptiſm' be an inſtitution of Chriſt, and is to 
be practiſed in obedience to his command: then 
it muſt receive its whole force from him; and 
muſt be underſtood, as to its ſubject, as to its 
manner of adminiſtration, and as to its continu- 
ance, according to thoſe accotſhts, and thoſe only, 
which himſelf and his immediate followers con- 
miſſioned by him, do give of it. Nor is there the 
leaſt ground for ſuppoſing, that Chriſt would leave 
any ordinance of his own, relating to his own diſ- 
ciples, to be explained and applied according to a 
practice of men, who in that very practice had 
themſelves no divine command to ſupport them.“ 
But another paſſage, ſome part of which is to the 
fame purpoſe, my anſwerer does cite from my 42d 
page, in the following words. The goſpel conſti- 
tution is compleat in itſelf; and every part of it 
receives its force, and becomes what it is, from 
the mind and will of the conſtitutor: nor is it left 
to us to ſupply its ſuppoſed deficiencies out of an 
v antiquated * which this was deſigned 
| 2 N | ne to 
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75 to hn I fay, its ſuppoſed deficiencies. ' For 
whereas, in the caſe before us, ſome good chris 
ſtians ſuppoſe, that becauſe infants were circum- 
ciſed of old, by virtue of an expreſs command, 
therefore infants ought to-be baptized now, though 

there is no command for it; the argument is di- 
realy againſt them, beſides that they have no pre- 
.cept to proceed by. For the truth of the caſe is 
this: that the circumciſion of infants, if it can be 
ſaid to have made them members of the church, 
- muſt be a proof of the weak, infant ſtate of the 
church in thoſe times; when the heir was under tu- 
tors aud governors, until the time appointed by the fa. 
tber. But it is an honour, to the chriſtian church, 
a proof of its ſtate of maturity and full-growth, 
that none but grown perſons, miking profeſſion 
of their own faith, and of their reſolution to obey 
the mind of God, are received as viſible members 
of it. This i is, with me, beſides the total ſilence 
of Scripture in the caſe, a good ent againſt | 
the baptizing of infants.” 

This paragraph, he obſerves, is to ſhew;. that 
there is no room fer conjectural inferences from the 
conſtitution of the Moſaic Law, or from the Mraba- 
mic covenant which went before it. And hereupon 
he inſinuates, pag. 29. as if I had argued, that the 
Abrahamic covenant. came in by Maſes, and oppoſes 
this thought with all his might; whereas 1 had ex- 
preſsly ſaid in the very page from which his quota - 
tion is made, that the Abrahamic covenant went- be- 
fore the conſtitution of the Moſaic Law ; and mention- 
ed that covenant on no other account, than that it 
had the ceremony of circumciſion attending it, as 
had likewiſe the Moſaic Law which followed; nei- 
ther of which I allow to be a rule for the conſtitu- 
tidn of the goſpel, in the affair of ceremonies, wet 

is the ſubject i in Cn. Krit 166; | 3 
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But notwithſtanding any thing he advances on 
this occaſion, my obſervation ſtands good, both with 
regard to the Moſaic Law, and the Abrabamic cove- 
nant- which went before it : that © the circumciſion 
£ of infants, if it can be ſaid to have made them 
members of the church, muſt be a proof of the 
s weak, infant ſtate of the church in thoſe times.“ 
And I cannot deny, that when my opponent cited 
that long paragraph from me, which he wanted to de- 
moliſh, it was great prudence in him to cut off the 
latter end of it, and thereby conceal from his'rea- 
ders the ſpecial reaſon I had aſſigned as a proof 
of what I advanced. My * words in the end of 
that paragraph are theſe. * Moreover 'there was 
* a ſpecial reaſon, for circumeiſing God's people of 
old in their infant ſtate ; becauſe the thing to be 
« ſignified by circumciſion, which was the ſepara- 
tion of that peopledrom all nations of the world, 
as the page from whom the promiſed Meſſiah 
<. ſhould ariſe, did not depend upon their own vo- 
* luntary profeſſion; and was therefore, in much kind- 
© neſs, ordered to be adminiſtred in that ſtage of 
life, wherein it would give leaſt uneaſineſs and in- 
* conveniency.* Upon the thought here ſuggeſted, 
let the reader himſelf judge, whether circumciſion 
does not refer to @ weak, infant ſtate, in compariſon 
of the more mature conſtitution of the goſpel ; under 
which conſtitution, F a profeſſed repentance from 
* dead works, and a declared reſolution to turn from 
« ſin, a hope in the mercy of God for pardon, 
and an acknowledgrient of Chriſt as our Lord 
and Maſter, are included in the regular compli- 
* ance with the ordinance of baptiſm.” - | 
And let my oppoſer inſiſt as much as he pleaſes 
upon the evangelical nature of be promiſe made to 
Abraham, in which, as to what is properly called 
the promiſe, he will never have me for an an- 
tagoniſt; yet that will by no means invalidate 
8 e 
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my compariſon, of the weak, infant ſtate of the church, 
at the. inſtitution of an cedivence, which, as a to- 
ken of the. promiſe, only pointed at the Meſſiah to 
come, with that more mature ſtate, in which it 
would be eſtabliſhed tuben be himſelf ſhould attually 
come, and fix the laws of his kingdom, and appoint 
the ordinances wherein he would have his ſubjects 
profes their allegiance to him. But whereas he 
affirms, that infants had, under the diſpenſation 
of Moſes, received the ſeal of the covenant,” he would 
do well to - conſider, that circumciſion is never, 
woo ghout the whole Scripture, ſaid to be 4 ſed}, 
any other perſon in the world than to Abrabam 
himſelf: and to him, the apoſtle Paul tells us, 
Rom. iv. rt. it was à ſeal. of the righteouſneſs of the 
faith, which be bad. when be was _"_ uncircumciſed. 
/ Cucumciſion is indeed ſpoken n Scripture as 
a talen of that covenant ure God made with 
Abrabam and his poſterity ; Gen. xvii 10, 11. And 
this it viſibly was: but there is a vaſt, difference 
between ſaying this, and affirming. what the Serip- 
ture no where does affirm, that circumciſion was to 
infants the ſeal. of the covenant, Nor do I think that 
— y opponent acts very adviſedly, in laying ſo much 
eſs. upon the thought, that infants received 10% 
« ſeal-of the covenant under the diſpenſation of Moſes :* 
for if he purſues, this thought into all its conſequen- 
ces, it will prove, that the females, who were ex- 
cluded from receiving ibe ſeal, were excluded from 
be covmantiitlelf; — then what will become of his 
argument, from circumciſion under the Law, to the 
baptiaing of infants of · both ſexes under the goſpel? 
But my anſwerer has not yet done with the laſt 
paragraph he quoted from me. Nor. can he let it 
go, without & repeating over again thoſe words out 
of it, which he had cited before, from my 42d 
page: None hut: r al growth, making 
3 + This of ſous 2 
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c profeſſion of their own faith, and of their own re- 
© ſolution to obey the mind of God, are received 
a © as viſible members of it.” Theſe words, ſomewhat 
altered from my own, (for I faid nothing of full 
growth, and have myſelf baptized ſeveral perſons 
before they came to full growth, upon their makin 
the profeſſion here mentioned ; thefe words, I fay 
he repeats, for the pleaſure of making an invidious 
| nal reflection againſt myſelf; labouring to faſten 
an inconſiſtency upon me, and thereby to bring 
me into contempt, at the ſame time that he pre- 
tends to ſpeak in my commendation, Though this 
is ſo exceedingly mean, as not to Ueſerve regard: 
yet I make no ſcruple hereupon to declare; that f 
believe great catbolciſm to be very confiſtene with 
denying, that any other are v/ble members of the chri- 
ftian church, than thoſe who make profeſſion of their 
own, faith. OI 
Another inftance of a very mean fpirit, to call it 
by the ſofteſt name, he gives in his next paragraph. 
Of which I would not take any notice, were it not 
that it tends to miſlead the reader, and to give hint 
a wrong notion of the point before him. I had 
been arguing, pag. 42. that according to the te- 
: * the New Teſtament, the profeſſion [which 
* ſhould give a right to baptiſm] muſt be a perſonal 
0 — and in pag. 43. that baptiſm was de- 
fſigned to be the token of a perſonal voluntary 
« ſubmiſſion to Chriſt in all the laws of his ſpiritual 
kingdom.“ I had there obſerved, that © to this 
4 agrees the plaineſt ſenſe of the commiſſion itſelf z 
of the examples of baptiſm ; and of the reaſonings 
upon it: that diſciples were to be made, before 
© they were baptized into the profeſſion of bein Z 
© ſo; that all the perſons, who ſtand. upon record 
in the New Teſtament as being baptized, were 
© baptized-upon the actual profeſſſon of their own”. 
© faith, And as to the reaſonings upon baptiſm, I 
* 1 ee eee 
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obſerved : that when the eunuch ed to be 
© tized, he was told by Philip, that if be believed with 
© all bis heart, he might be baptized ;. plainly intima- 
c ting, that if he aid not believe, he might not be 
© baptized,” Now I a to.all the world, whe- 
ther in theſe laſt words, connected as they are 
with the whole- preceding train of diſcourſe. rela- 
ting to perſonal profeſſion, I can fairly be repreſented 
as meaning any other, than that it muſt be the 
Profeſſion of believing, that ſhould give. the eunuch the 
right to be baptized, and that without this, Philip 
would not baptize him. Yet my candid opponent 
will have it, that * my comment. ſuppoſes none can be 
baptized unleſs they believe : and repreſents me as main- 
taining, that * none muſt be baprized, but who believe 
* with all their heart,” and accordingly as pretending 
to be a judge of the ſincerity or inſincerity of the 
heart. I ſhall cite his own words at length: and 
ſo much the rather, becauſe. they do not fall fo 
. foul upon me, as upon the evangeliſt Philip him- 
ſelf ; who inſiſted upon the eunuch's profeſſing that 
be believed with all his heart, as the condition of bap- 
tizing him. My author's words are + theſe. * Let 
< this anſwer of Philip? s be made a rule of baptiſm; 
£ and then none muſt. be baptized, , but what. be- 
Leue with. all their heart: for this, and nothing 
« ſhort of this, is in the anſwer, But if ſo, no inſin- 
« cere perſon ſhould ever be baptized. And will 
any rough to * they are judges of the ſub- 
I jects of bapti 
Iwill go ſo 
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bp, as to affirm ; that when he ſaid, if thou believe 
| Hh all thine heart thou mayeſt be baptized, he.meant P | 
more, than to require of the eunuch the open pr 
feſſion of this hearty belief, as the condition of ba 
tizing him. This he plainly ſhewed, by of tap 
* baptizing him, upon his declaring, I 8 
4 „ 
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that Yeſus' Chrift is the Son of God. Acts vii. 37. It 


was not upon the certain infallible knowledge of 


the eunuch's believing with all bis heart, (for whe- 
ther Philip had or had not the gift of diſcerning ſpt- 
rits is not here mentioned, neither was it needful) 
but upon the profeſſion made, that he wir roceeded to 
baptize him. And upon a profeſſion of the like kind, 
there is no reaſon to doubt, he baptized Simon M. | 
gus; whole hiſtory, mentioned in the former part of 
the chapter, ſhews that his heart was not Tight in the 
fight of God. The author therefore of the 

does great injury to Philip, in ſtraining his words 
beyond what the circumſtances plainly ſhew to be 
their deſign. And to his taunting queſtion I an- 
ſwer, in behalf of myſelf and my brethren ; Mie are 
Juages of the ſubjetts of baptiſm, by the profeſſiom which 
they make: which profeſſion, if they be unſincere 
in it, they muſt anſwer for, and not we. And 
here with is — the latter part of his paragraph: 
wherein I agree with him in having a better opini- 
on of innocent infants than of wicked profeſſors; thougli 
yet I cannot, for reaſons already alledged, acknow- 
ledge them viſible members of Criſis Ik Let 
him anſwer for himſelf, in adminiſtring what he 
calls baptiſm to infants, and admitting them as vi- 
ſible members of the church, while he blames us 
for judging thoſe to be ſiubjefts of baptiſm, who heme 
an actual profeſſion of faith in Chriſt. - 

To the * next paragraph I need. only a7. chat 
Jobn the harbinger of c, though he was he 
Baptiſt by way of eminency, and as this author here 
acknowledges, te introducer of that rite, which Feſus 
afterwards appointed to his diſciples, yet neither 
baptized . infants, nor had, ſo far as appears to me, 
any commiſſion ſo to do: and therefore his far-fetch- 
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In the next page he cram's into five: lines of quo- 
tation what I had made the ſubſtance of the greateſt 
Part of my Diſcourſe, and upon which I had laid the 
greateſt ſtreſs for finding out the mind of Chriſt in 
the affair before us: and even what he thus curtails, 
he evades, and ſhifts, off the diſcourſe to ſomething 
elſe. . * Referring to my three firſt propoſitions he 
ſays: But it ſeems, -boptiſm muſt have a view to re- 
pentance; it is deſigned to exhibit the bope of the 
« pardon. of fins ; it denotes a Perſonal profeſſion of our 
< believing; the doctrine of Jeſus . 

_ Now if upon thus referring to my propoſitions he 
had diſproved them; particularly if in anſwer. to 
my firſt, propoſition. he had ſhewn, that baptiſm has 
not, what I affirm it has throughout the whole New 
Teſtament, excepting the caſe of our Lord's own 
baptiſm, a view 10 repentance and turning from ſin; he 
had done ſomething like what his readers might ex- 
pect. Inſtead of which he only tells you: + that 
groen perſons proſelyted to the chriſtian faith 
© ſhould expreſs their belief in the doctrine of Chriſt, 
which m be looked upon. by:them as the dofirine of re- 
« mſhion,.as'it is fo clearly underſtood by the goſpel: 
© but. that this will be far from giving us any juſt 
notion of a perſon's having his ſins waſhed: away by 
< baptiſm, 'who has been from his childhood edu- 
*. cated- in, principles of virtue, and upon his con- 
ſciouſneſs of having at any time offended, has been 
truly penitent, and ſhewn it in new obedience ; 
it will not ſhew us how ſuch a perſon finds bap- 
_ © tiſm to be @,wahing away bis ns. 
But the matter ought not to have been thus flight- 

7 paſſed over, when. this author had ſuch N 
tion to anſwer, as affirmed, that baptiſm bus, through- 
aut the Neu Teſtament, excepting one ſingle inflance, 4 

Vee to repentance; when. I had undertaken to prove 
this, in the baptiſm of Joby, in that which was _ 
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tiſed in the name of eus during his own miniſtry» 
and in that which was inſtituted after his reſurrec- 

tion; when 1 had inſiſted upon it, that 8 
the condition of all thoſe to whom the goſpel of 
Chriſt is offered, repentance is included in the very 
belief of that goſpel, as all of them without excepti- 
on, particularly the deſcendents of chriſtian parents, 
notwithſtanding the advantages of their religious 
education, have fins to repent of, and ſtand in need 
of the pardon which is therein offered. When this 
argument had taken up fo great a part of my book, 
being laid down as my foundation principle, and ſo 
much inſiſted on: it would have been right in the 
anſwerer, either to have ſhewn that baptiſm has not 
throughout the New Teſtament this univerſal view to 
repentance" or elſe, that infants do give that proof of 
it which intitles them to baptiſm. Inftead of which, 
the writer of he Appendix turns off the argument 
into a frivolous enquiry, * whether an actual par- 
don and remiſſion, *as well as an inſtantaneous 
© cleanſing efficacy, does attend the baptiſm of ſuch 
a perſon, as he had deſcribed ; whether his fins 
were not waſhed away before; and whether he 
© did not before baptiſm as truly and properly re- 
< petit, believe, and obey the chriſtian doctrine, in 
6 _ inſtance that could then be expected from 
= im? my fe n * Den! 0 
To Which I anſwer: that the man, who does 
truly and properly repent, and believe the chriftian doc- 
trine, does thereby become the proper ſubject of 
baptiſm, according to the account given us of that 
ordinance by Chriſt and his apoſtles, inſtead of be- 
ing above it: he is, according to the mind of 
Chriſt, to make profefſſon of theſe things by ſub- 
mitting to this ordinance, inſtead of pretending that 
the ordinance is needleſs, and of no uſe to him. And 
we find in the Ne Teſtament, that even thoſe who 
had received the extraordinary gifts of the Holy 
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Ghoſt, as A e of their being approved be. 
ſievers in Jeſus Chriſt, had this qualification menti- 
oned by an inſpired apoſtle as a reaſon why they 
ſhould. be baptized, inſtead of being conſidered as 
an argument why they did not want it, Acts x. 47; 
48. Then anſwered Peter, Can any man forbid water, 
that theſe ſhould not be baptized, 25 baue received the 
Holy. Ghoſt even as we ? And he commanded them to be 
baptized in the name of the Lord. But I am forry ta 
find, in the words laſt quoted from my zealous op- 
ponent, ſuch a tendency towards perſuading his rear 
ders, according to the vogue of the preſent day, 
that they may as well drop baptiſm intirely, as re- 
rain it, for any uſeful purpoſe it anſwers. 

The more l look into the New Teſtament, the 
more firmly I am convinced; that baptiſm - was 
deſigned as a token of our repentance . and be- 
lief of the goſpel, and of our reſolution to be 
guided by it; and that it is capable of being ex- 
ceedingly uſeſul, in calling to mind the obligations 
which we therein took upon ourſelves, as it was by 
the inſtitutor himſelf intended to be. I wiſn m 
opponent could ſee this, as clearly as I think. I do. 
But I am ſorry to find, that inſtead of attempting to 
anſwer my arguments, he continues to make reflec- 
tions, invidiaus reflection, where there is not the leaſt 
foundation for them. If he has read the «treatiſe 
which he is ſo eager to demoliſh, he has ſeen me 
acknowledge, pag. 30. that * the expreſſion of waſh- 
ing away ſms is plainly figurative, becauſe it cannot 
be ſup Are Rug Anamas believed, the putting of 
Saul's body under water could waſh away the fins 
with yhich lis mind was chargeable: but that yet 
there was enough in it to ſignifie; that Saul, in ſub- 
0 mitting to Chriſt's ordinance of baptiſm, muſt vir: 
tually acknowledge, that he had /in from which he 
wanted to be deſivered; that he was deſirous to 
get rid, both of the burden and the power of 
c them; and moreover, that in this obedience it 
«.Chri 


relating to poſitive infifutions. — a 
s, Chriſt, he entertained; the hope of 7, as 
well as profeſſed a reſolution to forſake {in for the 
future.“ Now after ſuch an explication as this, let 
every reader judge, whether there was room for the 
ſneering enquiries, which the Appendix- writer, in 
the paragraph juſt 5 makes _ rener to 
this phraſe of waſbing away 5 + 
- But paſſing over: theſe — bin next 3 is 
n ſome words of mine, blended: with ſome f 
his own. In my 59 page, arguing againſt thoſe, 
who would — baptiſm only to the firſt converts 
m a nation, I obſerve: that the argument taken 
© from the ſilence of Scripture concerning the bap- 
« tizing of the poſterity of chriſtian parents, does 
indeed make for the baptizing of them, inſtead of 
* making againſt it; becauſe it is to be taken for 
granted, that they who received Chriſt's doctrine 
and Chriſt's inſtitutions, would act agreeably to 
that doctrine, and to thoſe inſtitutions which the7̃ 
received: that if they did not, it was their own 
* fault; — that however it deſerves to be remarked, 
that even in the epiſtles themſelves, though written 
at a time, when many of the firſt converts, in the 
churches to which they: were directed, muſt have 
had children grown up to years of underſtanding, 
yet the apoſtles ſpeak of baptiſm as an ordinance 
5 ta be obſerved, and not to be laid aſide. Inſtead 
of theſe. laſt. words-of mine, the writer of the 4p- 
pendix, under the cover of the ſame marks in his 
margin, with which he had quoted me, ſubſtitutes 
the following words of his o.]n; ger the. apoſtles 
make no mention of am being baptixed. This is to intro- 
duce his own account of the Scripture's ſilence, For 
he goes on to tell us: that his view of the doctrine 
vill account for this; which ſuppoſes a great proba- 
< bility of their baptizing them whilſt anfants z- of 
* * whoio-hopſhqugs 1 W A rs in virtue of 
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the parent or head's profeſſing to believe the chri- 
ſtian doctrine, and being himſelf baptized; as we 
S are aſſured was the caſe; ſo that there was no need 
for the mention of the baptiſm. of grown children.” 

To this I anſwer: that if I could fee bis view of b, 
devine was ſcriptural, I would readily: come into it: 
| uppoſals will not do. To me the account which 1 
con given ftill appears well grounded; but I can ſee 
no foundation for his. What aſſurances he has, of whole 
 Douſholds 'being baptized, . in virtue” of the parent's pro- 
feſſmg to believr the chriſtian doBBrine, and being bimſel 
 Gaptized, he himſelf beſt knows. I have never: yer 
ſeen any thing like it. All that I have ſeen con- 
firms me in the belief, that no perſon in any hou- 
ſhold mentioned in Scripture was baptized in virtue 
of the parem's or heads profeſſion or baptiſm, but in 
virtue of his own profeſſion; and that alone: and I 
am ſorry to ſee the caſe of tbe bouſbolds fo very much 
miſtaken by my brethren-of the rr res- perlus· 
fion, as'T think it generally is. 

The account which of all others is moſt-explicite 
in this caſe;is that of the jailor, Acts xvi. And 1 
deſire no better clue than that, whereby to find out 
the ng of what is faid concerning the other boa- 
We are told, in ver. 30, 31, 32. that the 
ator, aſtoniſhed at the extraordinary interpoſition 
providence in favour of Paul and Silas, *brought 
em ont, umd ſaid, Sirs, bat muſt I do to be ſaved; 
and that ubey ſaid, believe on the Lord Fefus Chrift, and 
be Javed, and thy houſt ; and ſpals unto him-the 
word of the Lord, and to all that were in bis bouſe. 
Now hereupon I would firſt aſc; whether the words 
of Paul and Sila can mean, that if the jailor himſelt 
velieved on the Lord efus; wil bis bouſe- ſhould be 
ſaved by virtue of that lief of his; or that all of 
them, upon the ſame terms of ' believing in the Lord 
Feſus,' ſhould be ſaved as well as he: Then deſire, 

that the 32d verſe may be conſidered : wherein it 
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is expreſly ſaid, that they: ſpate unto him the wurd of 
the Lord, and to all that were in bis houſe: Upon which 
would aſk the following queſtions: whether the 
author of the Appendix is aſſured, (for he writes as if 
he was ; J ſay, whether he is affured) that there were 
infants in that houſe: whether if there were, the 
word of the Lord was ſpoken to thoſe infants: and whe- 
ther ſuch fpeech could anſwer any purpoſe with re- 
gard to them. When therefore it is added in ver. 33. 
that he and all bis were ftraitway baptized, the words 
can include no more, than that as many were bap- 
tied as had the word of the. Lord ſpoken to ibem: and 
theſe, in ver. 34. we find were juſt ſo many and no 
more, than believed in Gad. M ben he. had brought them 
into bis houſe, (having, as it ſhould ſeem, taken them 
to ſome out- parts, adjacent to his houſe, where there 
was ſome collection of water ſufficient for the pur- ; 
poſe of. baptizing) he ſet meat before them, and rejoiced, 
believing in Cad, with all bis bouſe. All his houſe, 
all his ſamily, believed in Gad, as well as himſelf ; 
being thereunto led by the interpoſition of provi- 
dence in favour of the priſoners, and te hearing of 


u 20 e eee ene ere, oor ret; 
* I, know there is = criticiſm upon theſe ug wands, ta 
from the form wherein they ſtand in the origingl; ee 
hk tuns To Ot, he rejoiced with all Bis houſe be- 
lieving in God. From which it has been inferred, that not a ſoul 
in dhe jailor's houſe, belides himſelf, believed in God, thought 
805 all were baptized, and rejoiced with bim. But this eri- 
ticiſm comes to nothing when you conſider ;. that the jey of the 
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ſame with that of the maſter himſelf; that they all Jad tbe 
word of the Lord ſpaken to them, and in purſuance thereof cer? 
all baptized. Now the family, in a public priſon, muſt pro- 
bably conſiſt of a conſiderable number of perſons: wo 
ſurely would not, could not, rejoice with their maſter upon this 
occaſion, (nor indeed ſome of them ſo much as themſelves 
to be baptized) if they had not by the-aword which <vas ſpoken 
to them, een reaſon to biliewe, arid to be baptized upon that 
belief. And this was indeed a ſufficient occaſion of rejoicing wwith 
their maſter. There is therefore no reaſon to nd” fault with 
our anni . e | 


whole converted family appears from the context to be the 
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the word ef Chriſt from their mouths. We deſire 
nothing more than this, to give a right to baptiſm, 
And — to the account given of this bouſbold, 
even if there were infants in it, neither the :/peak- 
ing of the word of Cbriſt, nor the baptizing, can be 
underſtood concerning them; and all mention con- 
- cerning them was with good reaſon omitted as need- 
leſs, becauſe the things mentioned relating to tbe 
bouſbold in general were — not to aber to 
cen 5 
An. way of — — 
may be laid to:hove bad the — — 
them, when it was ſpoken to all thoſe in that houſe 
who were capable to receive it, even though there 
ſhould be fome pern in the family uncapable of 
it; as infants,” for example, to whom accordingly 
it is not ſuppoſed to — been ſpoken,” So a whole 
vauſbold may be laid 2% baue — Pony 
all in the houſe believed, were capable of 
faith: - And fo likewiſe a whole bouſbold may, in this 
large way of ſpeaking, be ſaid o have been baptized, 
en all thoſe of the : houſhold, who were capable 
of it, were baptized ; and yet not one infant ſpoken 
or thought of, as not being capable ſubjects of the 
thing ſpoken of. In this general way, houſboldr mult 
in all reaſon be underſtood, when it is ſaid of them 
that bey were baptized. But as to that of the jailor, 
L have plainly ſhewn, that not one perſon more is ſaid 
1 have been baptized, than is likewiſe ſaid to have had 
the word of Cbriſt ſpoken, and to have believed in Gad. 
I To the ſame purpoſe is that paſſage, Acts xviii, 8. 
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Acts x. 2. Cornelius, one that feared God with all. bis 

But though it is as probable that were infants in 

houſe, as in that of the jailor, chap. xvi. yet neither is 

any mention of them; nor, in the uſe —— 
e, any probability that they were once thought of. 
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' Lord with all bis bouſe: and many of the Corinthians 
bearing believed, and were baptized. Criſpus*s houſhold 
is as good teſtimony for us as that of the jailor, ſo 
far as the particulars go; becauſe it is exprefily 
ſaid, that all his houſe believed on the Lord, as wel 4s 
himſelf. As for the houſhold of Lach, mentioned 
in the ſame chapter with that of the jailor, ver. 14, 15. 
JI muſt intreat the author of tbe Appendix, to ſhew me 
what aſſurances he has, that there were infants in it, 
and that thoſe infants were baptized in virtue of ber pro- 
Ming 0 believe the chriſtian dofrine, and being herſelf 
baptized. i I ſee nothing like it in the text. I ſee 
indeed, from what is faid of her, a great probability. 
that the hearty ion which ſhe to the 
things which were ſpoken by Paul, induced her to 
make thoſe things known' to her bouhold, upon which 
they likewiſe were baptized as well as ſhe: and ſome 
aſſiſtants it is probable ſhe had, in her buſineſs of ſell- 
ing purple; and as probable, that beſides theſe there 
were domeſtic: ſervants in the houſe of this hoſpita- 
ble perſon, ho /entertained Paul and Silas. Now 
theſe afitants,” and domeſtic ſervants, are with much 
greater probability tbe houſhold ſpoken of in the text, 
than infants; as we are not informed whether ſhe 
was maid; wife or widow. © I do not remember any 
other bauſbald ſpoken of as baptized, excepting that 
of Staphanas, Ubich St. Paul dell the Corinthians 
be himſelf baptized; 1 Cor. i. 16. But this, together 
with that of Lydia juſt now mentioned, ought in 
all reaſon. to be underſtood in the manner above ac- 
counted for: and it is mere preſumption, to take 
for granted, that in this or in the other 

there certainly were infants, and that thoſe infants 
were baptized vhen there is not the leaſt mention 
or intimation of any ſuch thing; and when if there 
were any, yet there is from this large and general 


3 ſuppoſing that they 
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1 tothe * multitudes of men and women, the 
ouſands. that were together converted: if bey 
| e e, them, and it is more than any 
man living knows whether they had or not; I dif- 
fer from this author as to what was done with them; 
and think! it much more probable, that they ſepa- 
rated from their infants at their baptiſm, commit- 
ting them for a few moments to ; by-ſtanders 
x bad no children preſent, than that they offered 
uncapable ſubjects to the adminiſtration of that or- 
dinance; ſince as ſoon as they themſelves were bap- 
tized, they might take their infants again, and go 
home. But indeed there is no room for any of the 
ſuppoſitions neceſſary in this caſe: and that of abe 
bouſholds, till it can be; proved that infants had a 
right, to baptiſm 3. which, has never yet been done. 
"And it is with me; a,great ſign of want, of argu- 
ment, when f the right of — chriſtian * 
tiſm is inferred from the figurative account of their 
forefathers; being - baptized unto Moſes in the: cloud and 
in Be avg for the promiſe; Acts ii. 39 I ſee 
no xęaſon to underſtand any thing elſe, as meant by 
the. en there mentioned, than the / poſterity of 
the Jews, in, the ſame ſenſe as the Gentiles them elves 
are ſpoken, of in the ſame verſe, under the charac- 


ter ok "thoſe afar off, even as mum as the Lord God ſhould 
call... Hut neither in the one nor the other can I ſee 


any view to — or — nin: to pa eh the 
abe 


dilp penſations, and — ancient — — 4 talk; 
ing * theſe things may inde ſerve to raiſe | 
ples, affections towards them in a piteous complai 

againſt us for venturing to affirm, that there are 
no directions given under the Pike baptizing 
chem, Whereas: * ak for cir- 
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cumciſing them under the Mrabamic covenant and the 
Moſaic law. But they who allow themſelves thus to 
talk ſhould confider upon whom the complaint falls, 
for not giving ſuch directions: and wiſe men ſhould 
be willing to leave to the all-wiſe God the liberty of 
directing what ſhall'be done in every diſpenſation 
of his mind, according as he thinks moſt proper. 
Now though the painful rite of circumciſion, which 
for ſpecial reaſons left a viſible mark behind it, was 
moſt fitly adminiſtred in infancy ; and though it 
was in this way calculated to be of great advantage 
to the Jewiſh people : yet when God was pleaſed to 
appoint an eafiey rite, which left no diftinguiſhing'mark 
behind it, to be celebrated by every member of his 
univerſal church in all nations, and appointed it in 
ſuch circumſtances, as have an immediate view to 
the profeſſion of faith in Chriſt as a Saviour; I can 
ſee no need of a prohibition, to prevent the admini- 
ſtring this rite to infants. Nor can 1 ſee any loſs 
they ſuffer by not having it adminiſtred; becauſe I 
cannot fee how, in their infant ſtate,” they would 
have been gainers by it: and as things ſtand fixed in 
the goſpel conſtitution, they are called to the actual 
profeſſion of that goſpel, and thereby to the enjoy- 
ment of its privileges, as ſoon as ever they come to 


be acquainted with it. I am not ſenſible, that the e 
Jewiſh infants received any ſpiritual advantage, (which E. 


is what this author ſeems to mean by imparimenis, p. 38. 
lin. 6.) by having the ordinance of circumcifion ad- 
miniſtred to them; though by the mark which it 
left in the fleſh it gave occaſion to enquire, when they 
grew up, what was the deſign of it, and might 
thereby afterwards prove the means of ſuggeſting 
uſeful thoughts to their minds. And to me it 18 
very clear, that no other infants, than thoſe which 
lineally deſcended from Abraham, ever er ere parties of 
* — made Fay . | : 
- ; $51 In 


at 


_——— 


In pag. 35. of ihe: Appendiu, the author pretends 
to quote an objection from my 60 page, and to 
anſwer it. I intreat the reader to turn to that 60 
page of m Diſcaurſe, and to read it in my own 
words. And to his anſwer I reply : that notwith- 
ſtanding all the real advantages of training up _ | 
infancy. in the faith 4 Jeſus, and the ſerious voluntary 
tendance on bis word and worſhip ; if the Lord Jae 


himſelf does require, as we believe he does, that 


even perſons thus prepared ſhould acknowledge them- 
ſelves ſinners, ſtanding in need of forgiveneſs, and 


ſhould, make profeſſion of their faith in him by ſub- 


mitting to his ordinance of baptiſm: then they are as 
certainly obliged to this ſubmiſſion, as were the firſt 
converts in the nation they live in: and how much 
ſoever we may have in other reſpects. profeſſed to be 


chriſtians; yet be Profeſſion of the chriſtian religion 


ought. to be made in that very Ways" hoes "Cara 


biel has thought fit to appoint. . 


In the fame 35 page of 4be Appendix. a . 
is made from the 61ſt page of my Diſcaurſe: where 
my words ſtand thus. Let us not imagine that 
* we are at liberty to neglect one of Chriſt's ordi- 
nances, becauſe we have ſubmitted to another: 
let us not allow ourſelves to reſolve, that the par- 
taking of the Lord's ſupper ſhall be looked upon 

as gur way of profeſſing to be his diſciples : when 
it is ſo plain, that our Lord himſelf appointed ano- 
ther diſtinct ordinance. for this very * ſe, after 
he had inſtituted that of the ſupper. What my 
opponent in his 360 page, and part of the 37 pro- 


2 2 * * * 


„ 


duces upon this quotatiqn, from what. other  2oriters 
baue been fond of, and from the order of time, in which 


e to ordinances were inſtituted, is nothing to 
e purpoſs. My words lay no ſtreſs upon the order 
＋ nor were deſigned ſo. to do. But they 
ew: that after the ſupper was inſtituted, there 
was yet another ordinance appointed to be the means 


of 


done, the 
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of * profeſſing ourſelves Chriſt's es; and 
that therefore this ordinance ought to be ſubmitted 
to, as well as that which was inſtituted before it. As 
to the poor reflection relating to mixed communion z 
let the author enjoy all the ſatisfaction he can take 
from it. It is nothing to the purpoſe before us: 
and therefore deſerves no notice. 

In pag. 37. the writer of tbe Appendix endeavours 

deo turn paragraph of my own upon me, taken from 
my 19 page. From the plain words whereof I 
deſire him to obſerve, that he can make no uſe of it 
to his purpoſe, till he can bring good proof that 'God 
requires him to apply the ne of m, to in- 
fants. 

The remainder of the 370 page, and likewiſe 
the two following pages, are taken up with a ſet ot 
enquiries. . In return to which I could draw up as 
many more, if I were as much inclined to contro- 
verſie, as the writer of tbe Appendix ſeems to be. But 
I ſhall, for the preſent however, content myſelf 
to follow him. 

The frft enquiry is: why infos ſhould be er. 
0 ; cluded from being parties in a covenant, in which 
+© ſhe affirms] they had ever been owned from its 
6, — _ made with Abraham.” Ay/wer. Let it be 
proved firſt, that infants in general, or even the 
infants of thoſe who profeſs faith in Chriſt, are par- 
ties in the covenant made with Abraham : and then 
further let it be proved, that they have, by virtue. 
of the covenant made with Abrabam, a claim to a rite, 
intirely different from that which was inſtituted un- 
der the Abrabamic diſpenſation. Till theſe things are 

:enquiry is good for nothing. 
Jo the ſecond I anſwer: that the ſilence of the | 
Jews, and their making no complaints about the 
non - application of baptiſm to infants, ſhew, that ac- 
cording to the plain deſcriptions of the deſign of 
ans; 2 ſaw no reaſon to complain. : 
T0 
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To the third: that the accounts given concerning 
| by our Lord Jeſus himſelf: and his imme- 
diate; followers, are the very reaſons for rejecting the 
Rabbinical accounts of proſelyting; and are in our 
judgment — nan yr gal them in —_ 
particular. | 
To the bee þ that- we do not pretend t to r 
what impariments are made by baptiſm even to 

grown perſons: nor is it neceſſary that we ſhould: 
It is enough with us, that Chriſt commands us here- 
in to obey him, and that there is in the New Teſta- 
ment an aſſurance given of the pardon of ſin to all 
* thoſe, who ſincerely repenting of ſin, do obey Chriſt 
in this ordinance. Let this author, who ſeems ſo 

fond of the doctrine of impariments, ſhew if he can, 
what impariments are made to an infant, or received 
— him, en the adminiſtration of what he calls 


baptiſm. 
As to the baptiſm: of bouſbolds, which is * ſubject 
of the jh enquiry; I have already given the rea- 
ſons why I believe, that not one infant was meant, in 
| * the accounts in the New Teſtament: eee 

m. 

25 To. the An an e e in ſhew- 

ing. that we ate 10 profeſs the chriſtian religion in that 

way which ; Chriſt appoints, whatever other 1 we 
ourſelves have taken for that purpoſe before. 

Jo the queſtion about he Handard of aorta! qua 
fication for baptiſm, it is a ſufficient anſwer: that men 
muſt ſee to it that they be ſincere in their profeſſion ; it 

being ſufficient for us, that @ profeſſion of repentance 
and faith is required. And as to adult-baptiſm and 
Plunging 3 we think the accounts of them in the 
New Teſtament are plain enough.: © 

To the next enquiry it.is ſufficient "PRs that 
ptizing of infants. is not 4 proper inftance of 


f Sr s profeſſing their faith in Chriſt ; becauſe 
on ev 


er POS it, nor appears to us W - 
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have deſigned. any ſuch thing: but, that notwith- 
ſtanding this, the parents are under ſtrong obliga- 
tions to bring up their children in the nurture and admoni- 
tion of the Tag. and that if Chriſt had appointed that 
infants ſhould be; baptized, as it was in preceding 
diſpenſations commanded that they ſhould be cif- 
cumciſed, we ſhould - readily have complied. | But 
let this author xake care, that he does not caſt a 
reflection upon hriſt himſelf, for not appointing 
baptiſm to be 2 to infants, when it is plain 
that God under former diſpenſations did command 
that infants ſhould be circumciſed; And let him 
not be too poſiti ve, that under the diſpenſation of 
the goſpel Chriſt's ordinance of baptiſm muſt needs 
be adminiſtred to the ſame ſubjects, as circumciſion 
was in the covenant made with Arabam, and under 
the Maſaic Law, whether Chriſt himſelf thought this 
proper or not. If Chriſt had thought it proper, and 
ſuited to the diſpenſation he came to publiſh/; -weiate 
ſatisfied he would have given as plain directions for 
= baptizing of infants, as we know he has given for 
tizing grown their a | 
2 2 K * 10 300773 Ur 
The laſt enquiry has been ſufficiently anſwered 
already, in ſhewing: that according to all the New 
Teſtament accounts of baptiſm conſidered as àn 
ordinance of Chriſt, plunging, and that only, was 
the meaning of the inſtitution: chat the "apoſtles 
thus underſtood it, and thus reaſoned upon it: that 
the recorded in the New Teſtament were 
thus and no other way performed: and that even 
the baptiſm of the. Roy and tbe baptiſm of the Spirits, 
can no other way be thoroughly accounted for. 
Alter theſe anſwers to the numerous enquiries ſet 
before me, I think proper to obſerve : chat it is no 
way like the reaſoning of a proteſtant, for" my op- 
ponent to reflect upon. the whole: of Ahe. 


baptiſt, as if they * called in queſtion capacity or 
| integrily 
„ Append. pag. 39. | 


. — —̃ — — w 


P44 


infant · baptiſm calls in queſtion the capacity 


numbers? Let him think of this: and then he 
Will 25 


—— wn ahi 
ittderity of all that declare ape, I he te. 
ſigned this reflection —— alone, he did very 


wrong 3: for he knows that I have done no ſuch 
thing as he ſuggeſts, any otherwiſe than by giving 


the reaſons why 1 differ from my brethren. If it 


was deſigned againſt the Antipedobaprifts in general; 
let him retort | the argument upon himſelf, - Let 


him aſk himſelf, whether he is obliged to concur, in 
matters of faith or practice, with all thoſe, whom he 


believes to be men of capacity and integrity; or whe- 
ther indeed it is poſſible for him ſo to — 2 If he is ob- 
liged to comply with his brethren merely on account 
of their capacity and integrity; why does he diſſent 
from the eſtabliſhed church; when that diſſent does 
as much call in queſtion the capacity or integrity of all 
aha declare for that conſtitution, as our being againſt 
or int 


all that declare ſor that practice. Will he fay, that 


ſttere are nd men of capacity or integrity in that 


communion? If he does; I ſhall differ ſtill more 
widely from him than I did before; being fully a- 


_ tisfied, that there are in the eſtabliſned church num- 
bers of perſons of great capacity, and making no doubt, 


that there are like wiſe among them numbers of per- 
ſons of great. integrity; from all whom notwithſtand- 
ing 1 Fink myſelf obliged to diſſent, in the affair 


of baptiſm, as well as in ſome other particulars. 


How unhappy would it be for my oppnen if he 
could: not be allowed to. diſſent from num- 
bers of profeſſed' chriſtians; for fear of belng thought 


70 call in queſtion the capacity or "integrity of thoſe ſu- 


able to ſuggeſt to his own mind ſome apo- 

logy. for me, and for all thoſe with me, who in 

mere point of conſcience diſſent from their brethren 

with regard to the ordinance of baptiſm,” and — 
e them Co n ; _ 

Wc = 
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Tse the * paragraph which follows this reflection 
Lanſwer: that infants are ſtill the rare of heaven ; as 


much the care of heaven now, as they were in former 
ages ; and yet the wiſdom of God was ſufficient to 
judge, whether they ſhould or ſhould not by bap- 
tiſm be made viable members of the chriſtian Jar 
that there was nd need of forbrdding” this rite to them ; 
it being ſufficient reaſon for us to forbear admini- 
ſtring it to them, that Chriſt, the author of our re- 
ligion did not appoint it to them, but on the con- 
trary gave ſuch an account of the ordinance, as 
thewed he did not think them fit ſubjects of it: 
and chat inſtead of any ptobability that it was ad- 
miniſtred to them by Joby and the diſciples of Je, 
it plainly appears to us that it was not. Let him 
not impute to me the utpardonable inſolener, which he 
intimates ſome are guilty. of. And if others do the 
things which-he complains: of, and; which by a ſide- 
wind he aſctibes to me: let him be anſwerable for 
all the indecencies ever ſaid or praftiſed by men of 
his denomination againſt choſe from whom they dif- 
ſent, and partitularly againſt the poor deſpiſed Aus- 
baptifts 2 Herwig i is wotſe than trifling, for him 
to introduce theſe things in anſwer to one, whom he 
cannot pretend to find guiky in this reſpect. *How- 
ever let Him be aſhamed of his conduct in the F lat 
ter end of this paragtaph: where, almoſt in the 
ſame breath, in Which he complains, that the ſerious 
Pedobaptift is expoſed to the ſeoff and ſueer of men, he 
concludes with.this freer of his own upon the be- 
dobaptif z that from the taſte of the age, it is al- 
©. moſt enough to give any thing a good grace, that 
© it has any ade. or ptculiarity in it; which ode 
and pecatiarity are the very things he had in ſome 
former parts of this Appendix made the foundations 
of the contempt caſt by hitnſelf upon dur whole 
c r 
nenn oo LN, Wb wh But 


as Append. pag. 39, 40. I Ibid, pag. 40. 
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 Homething of playſhility in its appearance 3 and thar 
I fear many do actually impoſe upon themſelves and 


others by that plauſible appearance... I now add: that 


this author, in.a conſiderable part of the work to 


which I have been replying, has made too much 
uſe of the plauſibility of this appearance, in running 
down ritual inftitutions, more than became him, be- 
cauſe of their acknowledged inferiority to moral 

recepts. | WW G nnn 
The quibble charged upon me, pag. 41. will ap- 
Year to belong to himſelf and not to me, when it 
5 conſidered, that our Lord's being circumciſed was 
in obedience to a poſitive command, the obligation 


whereof was incumbent on thoſe who had the care 


of his infancy, and not upon himſelf, He himſelf 


did not fulfil any righteouſneſs in being circumciſed z 


becauſe in that action he, being an infant, was no 
gent. They who took care to have him circum- 
ciſed, in obedience to a divine command, did the 


like righteous thing, and fulfilled righteouſneſs in the like 


manner, as our Lord himſelf, when arrived at years 


of maturity and choice did, when he voluntariſy of- 
fered himſelf to John's baptiſm, from a full ſatisfac 


2 tion that his baptiſm Was God's ordinance, But 1 


fell affirm, as 1 did in pag. 13. of my Diſcowſe,, on 
which my opponent ſo egregiouſly quibbles; that 
+ if the very fame ceremony had. been adminiſtred 
< to. our Lord Jeſus without his own conſent. or 
© knowledge, he could not have been faid therein 
to have fulfilled righteouſneſs, or to have done * 
©. ra en 9 


— 


r W 
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© ous afion z becauſe then indeed he had performed 
no action at all, but had been intirely - paſſive.” 
His quibble lies, in putting infant-circumciſion and 
adult-baptift upon the ſame foot of fulfilling righte- 
ouſneſs, without making the neceſſary diſtinction be- 
tween the ſubjects of the two ordinances: which di- 
ſtinction intirely changes the caſe with regard to the 
perſons by whom the righteouſneſs is fulflledl. 

Obedience to the precept of circumciſion was, 
according to the tenor of my whole diſcourſe, as 
much fulfilling of righteouſneſs, as obedience to the 
precept of baptiſm, where the obedience to the pre- 
cept of circumciſion was the perſon's own act and 
deed, and the effect of his on voluntary choice: 
and not only ſo, but likewiſe where grown perſons 
did, in . 5 1 to the divine precept, circumciſe 
their infant-· children. The former was the caſe of 
Abtrabum, and adult proſelytes: the latter, the caſe 
of Arabum's deſcendents, in the taking care of the 
circumciſion of their infants. But yet this caſe f 
-infant-cireumcifion does, with regard to the perſons 
Aae righteouſneſs, differ vaſtly from that of the 
adult. For herein, not the infant himſelf fulfils the 
rigbrteoufneſs of obeying the command; but they who 
take care to have it done, in obedience to the au- 
thority of God who requires it. They, it is certain, 
do fulfil righteeuſneſs ; but the paſſive infant does 
not. It is therefore without any juſt foundation, that 
my opponent affirms, * I ſhould to the purpoſe have 
© ſthewn, that our Lord's having been crcumciſed 
was not @ fulfilling of righteouſneſs, as well as his 
being baptized ; and that the rite of circimcifion, 
'* which was a fulfilling of righteouſneb, was per- 

formed with his conſent and knowledge.” On the 
contrary, it is incumbent on him to ſhew, if he can, 
chat our Lord Jeſis, in being circumciſed at eight 
days old, did himſelf fulft righteouſneſs, as he did, 
hen at thirty years of age he was baptized of Jahn, 
* | BE upon 
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upon a full convidion, chat it Was the mind of hid 
heavenly Father he. ſhould be io. baptized. And 
moreoyer it is his buſineſs, not mine, to ſhew, that 
this circumciſion, at eight days old, was performed 
with his conſent and. knowledge : for the whole train of 
my argument is built upon the thought, that what 
is done to an infant of ee days old, is done with- | 
| out his conſent. or knowledpe z ah which. I infer, that 
he does pa therein ful Tightens efe'; * true 10- 
ever it is, that righteouſneſs 15 fulfuled, in n 
even to an infant, whatever Ned e to be 
done to that infant. 

My opponent concludes — * * Wen re- 
HeRions, m mixed with an unfairneſs, at which J on 
IJ am not 7 le ſhocked : and I muſt iptreat my 
readers to obſerve carefully, how he. has. blended his 
own words and reaſonings with mine; and repre- 
ſented that as my ſenſe ond. wor, bich I have 
never once affirmed, nor ſuffered. to renter into my 
thoughis-, He fays, pag. 5 42. that f uh firſt Di 

© courſe relating 10 1 60 inſtitutions lays the greateſt 

Fs upon, Chriſt's. fulfilling all rigbtecnſneſi, in bis 
& ba wized.of Zohan: 4 of conſequence, 
off 5555 eis beipg. en of him muſt be looked up- 

70 a8. an aft. of. rig teouſueſs. i in them; and that yer, 

on my own, principles, , advanced..in my /econd 
. 5 Diſcourſe, this gil " righteouſneſs. has no. very 
obvious foundation; for John. had neither preceps 
e nor. precedent for; ee e no, ſuch t thing 
Jas ever. practiſed among the Jews, and 
1 „ame. baptizing with no „ but a 

« private impulſe}. he told Th people indeed, that 
1 * ſent him to laptize; but he Woven: no Wipere 

to confirm, his. miſſion. | 
From this repreſentation any 8. would anche 
that I, had affirmed ; that John had 20 Precept for 

hee papain, any more than he had precedent, ; and 
he came FEE: with no War Feen 
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than à private inmulſe; becauſe, though he told the 
people that Cod ſent him 10. bagyize,. yet he wrought 
no miracle to confirm his miſſion. From the man- 
ner in which theſe things are thrown together it. is 
plain, that this gentleman aſcribes the em all to me: 
eſpecially as he argues againſt me in the latter end 
of the page, that there muſt have been 
« ſome more explicite. rule [for water baptiſm] than; a 
private impulſe, or elſe ſuch an emphaſis woulg not 
gave been laid upon it.. 
I continue heartily to wiſh him 5 better ſpurt. 
than he has here diſcoyered : and appeal to the 
readers of thoſe Diſcourſes! of mine, which, he has fo 
unfairly reflected upon, that in both of them I con- 
ſider Chriſt's fulfilling of righteouſneſs in being. bap- 
tized of John, as the conſequence of a full datisfac- 
tion, that John had a divine. precept for water-bap- 
tiſm; though I ſee no reaſon to acknowledge that 
he 1 in purſuance. of a profelyre-baptiſm 
among the Jews, becauſe Iam * convinced there 
was then any ſuch practice among them. This au- 
thor will not deny, that in Oy , fiſt mage 1 | 
ſpeak of the Son of God, as. uU mach 
5. tigue of a journey, on purpoſe to do e 
5 . honour to 4 divine  inflitutian, and to ſhæw che 
* greateſt reſpect to. the command. of his beaventy* Ra- 
der, in the commiſſion given 1 John the Bapfiſt.” 
And even in that ſecond Diſcourſe, the principles where- 
of he repreſents as inconſiſtent with the former, he 
may ſee f he will, that I take expreſs. + notice.'of 
John's declaring, that God. ſent how to baptize. with 
water: and immediately add ; that +. it muſt, be with 
regard to g divine command, that our bleſſed Lord, 
yrhen he ſubmitted to be baptized by John, an- 
ſwered Folw's ſcruples about his HORNET! w | 
8 ae n to 1 e a e 
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70 25 A defence le 
this WH thing like intimating, or is it at all conf. 


ent with the . that John had 50 Precept for 
-water-baptiſm, and came baptizing with no other 
- Sedans than à private zue r, if I am ſo in- 
conſiſtent with myſelf as my opponent repreſents me; 
why does he not produce ſomething out of this /e- 
705 Diſcourſe, fed which it may appear, that be 
ceples of it are what he affirms them to be? 
And will he venture to maintain, that Jobn bax 
wi Feſus in 1 of a practice among the 
Jeus of ba proſelytes; when both the Old 
and New ate ſilent about this practice; 
and when John himſelf ſolemnly declared, Joh. i. 33. 
that God ſent him to baptize with water ? Let him con- 
ſider theſe things: and confider further, that when 
Chriſr himſelf, Mat. xxi. 25. was enquired of by 
"what | authority be affed; he anſwered the chief prieſts 
and elders, by afking them concerning the baptiſm 
of John, whence . was, whether from beaven, or of 
men; For by this conduct our Lord in a very forcible 
manner appealed to them, that Jobn's baptiſm was 
not 'of men, but from heaven ; comparing the commil- 
Hon which John had received from heaven to bay 
'tize; with the commiſſion which he himſelf had re- 
"ceived from heaven to do what he did. I aſcribe Je- 
e being baptized of Jobn to his full ſatisfaction, 
that John had ſuch a vine commiſſon: nor had I any 
_ "need'to enter into the reafons which fatisfied Tefus, 
or Which ſatisfied the people, and which ſatisfie me, 
that John had fuch authority, though he performed no 
© miracle. I make no doubt, that ei had his know- 
edge of this Point from the Father himſelf. The 
op le who ſubmitted- to his baptiſm, though they 
aw. him ' work no miracle, yet had ſufficient reaſon 
14 their eggs Hoe the circumſtances i in which 
he appeared, in ment o hecy, com d 
with e : dodtrine } NE Hog 2 l oh 
| „But 
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But my opponent will have it, that “ . tbe ful. 
© ing of righteouſneſs, in being baptized of Jain, has 
| ing of righteoufne 8. K 

upon the principles of my Diſeourſe, no very ob- 
© y10us foundation: and goes on to affirm; that 
< how. the Law and the prophets were fulfilled by be- 
ing baptized of John, if it had not been tbe an- 


« cient method of admitting proſelytes by water-bap- Ba 


© tiſm, is yet to be accounted for.“ Upon which. 
connection I obſerve firſt : that this gentleman has 
ſliely ſubſtituted the phraſe of fulfilling the Law and the 
Prophets, with regard to the baptiſm of John, in the 
room of the only phraſe in queſtion, which was be 
fulfuling of righteouſneſs, in obedience to a divine com- 
mand. I ſhall preſently conſider. the phraſe he has 
here thruſt in, and argue with him a little upon it, 
But with regard to the other, I anſwer : that there 
was, upon the ver) principles of my Diſcourſe, the molt 
clear and obvious foundation; for fulfilling. of righteouſ- 
neſs by a ſubmiſſion. to Jobn's baptiſm, in the belief 
of his divine miſſion, if that belief was well ground- 
ed. I fay, that the belief of Jabn's divine miſſion, 
if that belief was well grounded, was the moſt clear 
and obvious foundation that could be deſired, for ful 
filling of righteouſneſs by ſubmitting to his baptiſm, 
Now it is plain concerning John, that all the. people- 
were perſuaded, and did hold, or account him as @ pro- 
phet, a prophet indeed; Mat. xxi, 26. Mar. xi. 32. 
Luk. xx.6, And it is as plain, that upon the ſame oc- 
caſion, wherein this belief of the people is mention- 
ed, in all the texts juſt now quoted, Feſus appealed 
to the prieſts, that Fobn's baptiſm mas from heaven; 
whereby he ſhewed his judgment, that the peoples 
belief concerning him was well grounded. Beſides 
which, I think it muſt be in the view of obedience 
to God's commiſſion with which John was, inveſted, 
that we are told, Luk. vii. 29, 30. that all ib pe. 
ple, who heard Fefus give ſuch a high . 
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John; 48 an extraordinary God, #4 pro. 
bet, and more than a prophet ; it muſt be, I fay, 
in the view of obedience to God's commiſſion with 
which this extraordinary prophet was inveſted; that 
we are told, that al] be people, and even the Pub- 
leans; juſtified God; being baptiged with the laptiſin of 
Jahn: but the Phariſees and the lawyers rejetted | the 
2 of God againſt themſelves, being not baptized of 


And now, ſince my opponent will needs have 
it, that Fobr's authority to baptize was derived 
from the Law and the prophets, in purſuance of the 
practice of proſelyte-baptiſm among the Jews, and 
catmot account for it any other way, notwithſtanding 
the plain accounts of John's divine commiſſion as 
& prophet, and more than a prophet i 1 deſire him to 
_ inform me, Why he has been fo filent upon this 
_ topic, of deriving proſelyte - baptiſm from ibe Law 

and he prophets, in all the preceding parts of his 
book ? Why fe ſparing in quotations from #he Law 
and the prophets, upon which he here pretends to 

'ground this ba and ſo tedious in his infefen- 

ces drawn from the Rabbies ? And why is he fo 
tender of an imputation upon their wiſdom, as not 
to believe it poſſible, that they might after our Sa- 
viour's time begin to apply te proſelytes and their 
infants a rite, which we are ſure Chriſt did appoint 
for proſelytes to his on doctrine? Why ſo tender, 
F ſay, of an imputation upon theſe men's wiſdom-z 
when wy thing that appears to the contrary, 
he ſhews fo little regard to our Saviour's honour, as 
to allow, that he might chooſe, and might adopt 
for à religious inſtitution of his own, a ceremony, 
which this author does not offer to prove was ever 
commanded of God ; and which, for any thing he 
has ſhewn to the contrary, was an invention and 

tradition of men, in the rank of thoſe very things; . 

for which the Scribes and Phariſees were by dur 


relating to poſitive inflitutims. = 73 


bleſſed Lord ſo often and 6 ſeverely reproved? By 


his great partiality in favour of the Rabbies, it 
houl ſeem as if they were his beſt proofs ;' and that 


he had not in reality ſo much vv den upon zhe 
Law and the prophets, as in the |. 


he ends to. 


accounted for, without any the leaſt view to proſe- 
1 among the Jews. Chriſt fulfilled both 
the Law and the propbets, in anſwering, by his life 
and doctrine, the great deſign of both; which was, 


to perſuade men % love God and each other, On theſe 


ttvo commandments, he himſelf folemnly declared, the 
Law and the prophets do hang, Mat. xxii. 40. And 
that this anſwering the great deſign of them was 
what he meant by fulfilling them, Mat. v. 17. appears 
plainly, by the circumſtances with which the mention 
of the phraſe is there introduced: which yet is per- 
fectly conſiſtent with his fulfilling righteouſneſs by yield- 
ing chearful obedience to a divine command, even 
of a ritual nature. Wees | 

Thus I have conſidered what the author of be 
. poor] to the Plea for Infants has thought fit to ob- 
jet againſt my wo Diſcourſes. And now, for a con- 


what I had advanced in its full force, though he 
has found great fault with particular paſſages. Not- 


withſtanding all that he has produced againſt my 
Jrft. Diſcourſe, it ſtill appears, from Chriſt's practice, 


and from his reaſonings upon it: that the Son of 


God was reſolved to ſhew the greateſt reſpect to 


the command of his heavenly Father, even in an 
affair of a ritual nature: that 2 = 
as one inſtance of fulfilling righteouſneſs, not at a 
inconſiſtent with thoſe of 

ture, upon which * the greateſt ſtreſs: 7 


page of his book 
riſt's fulfilling the Law and the prophets is eaſily 
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cluſion, I deſire my readers to obſerve a little more 
| particularly, what I have already taken notice of in 
a. general way: that he has left the ſubſtance of 


other things, of a moral na- 


ien neee 
the ſubſerviency of ritual to. moral precepts, infou, 
of being, an; argument . why we ſhould EP! 0 
ſhew 


minds the bely deririee enen eee 
are therefore capable, as they were indeed de- 


which are attended with good evidence of a divine. 
authority; * is bo {ccurity but that they, may 

time ea * the authority even of, mofal ob- 
ligations, „ Theſe are the main aug whis 
Die will ſand 


0 attack me. ib to which, 1.appeal 0 ns 2 


mene 0 9928ders : only deliring, that, ey Babs 
5 


n 4. di 
And norwithſfanding, all chat has been adyanced, 

againſt my ſecond Diſcourſe, it {till appears: — 
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practice as proſelyte-baptiſm or not, which how: 
ever has never been proved, but ſtands upon a 
very precarious foundation ; it is the mind of N 3 


that all thoſe, in every a 


e of * church, who are 
convinced of the truth 


y divine authority of his 


doctrine, ſhould by baptiſm take on themſelves the 8. 35 3 


ofeſſion of it. 


This is the ſubſtance of my fond Diſcourſe RE — 
whatever my opponent has advanced againſt it with 
regard to infants; I intreat my readers to 115 wh — 73 


heart fo much thereof as op to themſelves: 


during, upon an d 


ther there is any thing in their caſe, which ſhould 


whole affair, whether they are not under an obligation = 
to ſubmit, as an act of their own, to that ordinance, _ 


which Chriſt deſightd ff all his diffiplesh and whe- 0 


prevent their making fuck; fu fm cont 5 Ne 
et | 


excuſe. them from ite, Let am. Conde reh 
— — all che advantagas chen 
ſtian education, they are not ia he, ny 
thoſe, who fland in need of that very _ pardon,. the hope 
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whereof, as well as the ms of repentance _ 


from dead works, .and-ob. faith. ing obo heed Jeſes 
Chriſt; was deſigned to be r rep DIED in baptiſm, 


And further, let them rag whether the vo- 


luntary ſubmiſſion to that ordinance, whereby, in 


obedience to Chriſt's command, his — take on 
them 
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| calculated to be exceedingly, wif 

 membraiice, of it, to engage 
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dofrine, i is not 
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